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Abstract
The focus of this research is on the association of the 
availability of firearms for protection and fear of crime. More 
specifically? the study explores the relationship of firearms to 
persons’ sensitivity to perceived risk of criminal victimization. The 
data used were drawn from a state-wide survey of Louisiana residents 
conducted in 198^.
The research was directed by the long-standing inability of 
researchers to identify any relationship between guns and fear of crime? 
although it has long been assumed that such a relationship does exist. 
This study used the innovative strategy of examining fear of crime 
levels in their relationship to perceived risk of victimization. It was 
argued that the influence of guns on fear would appear in their effect 
on sensitivity to perceived risk. Two measures of firearms availability 
were used: (1) whether or not persons had guns present in their
household? and (2) whether or not persons carried guns with them? for 
purposes of protection? when they left home.
The results indicate that sensitivity to risk of victimization is 
associated? at least for some types of offenses? with the availability 
of firearms for protection. It was also found that this association 
varies? both in intensity and direction? by the measure used of firearms 
availability and by persons’ socio-cultural and experiential 
characteristics. It was argued? in conclusion? that further research 
specifically designed to study firearms and fear of crime is needed? and 
some theoretical directions for such research are offered.
Chapter 1 
Introduction
Statement of the Problem
Do Americans, or at least some Americans, own or use guns because 
they wish to protect themselves against crime? Such a simple question 
has perplexed social science research for nearly thirty years. As yet, 
no definitive answers have been given that can withstand the attendant 
barrages of criticism directed at methods of analysis and conceptual and 
theoretical underpinnings. In fact, there has been little demonstration 
of any relationship at all. The research agenda for approaching 
defensive gun ownership and use as social phenomena to be studied with 
the same "scientific" neutrality as other social phenomena has been 
transformed into the examination of what is now identified as a serious 
social problem— the arming of America (cf. Kates 1990, p. 1-2).
Statement of Focus
The confusion associated with the nature of the gun/fear-of-crime 
relationship is the principal motive of the research conducted here. It 
addresses one aspect of firearms behavior about which little is 
empirically known— the degree to which fear of crime is dependent on the 
immediate availability of firearms. Specifically, this study examines 
the influence of household presence and carrying of firearms on 
sensitivity to perceived risk of criminal victimization. This research 
is sociologically directed, by which is meant that behavior is seen as a 
product of the social contexts and experiences of individuals.
Generally, the guiding principle is that the perception of criminal
1
victimization and the strategies used to manage this perceived risk are 
associated with a process of social learning (i.e., socialization). The 
kinds of dangers that persons perceive in their environment and their 
willingness to use firearms in confronting these dangers? it is argued, 
varies by sociocultural and experiential contexts.
The sociological and criminological literature has identified 
antecedents of both fear of victimization and firearms behavior that are 
presumably important because they reflect fundamental differences in 
life experiences. These variables are gender, age, rural/urban 
residency, Southern/non-Southern residency, and prior victimization.
This research explores the effects of access to firearms on sensitivity 
to risk within these sociocultural and experiential contexts. So, 
although this study adopts a very different strategy for trying to 
pursue a gun/fear-of-crime connection, it is typical of most other 
sociological research in its focus on categorical and contextual 
differences in patterns of behavior.
Organization of the Research
The development of the research design used in this study to 
examine the influence of guns on sensitivity to perceived risk of 
criminal victimization is discussed in the body of the text that follows 
this introductory chapter. Chapter 2 contains a review of the existing 
literature on fear of crime, firearms ownership and carrying, and 
antecedent variables relevant to the present study. The identification 
of methodological and conceptual issues concerning the feai— gun 
connection are highlighted. The conceptualization and specification of 
the sensitivity to risk models used in this research are presented in
Chapter 3. The conclusion of this chapter presents eight prediction 
statements generated from the models. In Chapter 4, I discuss the 
method by which the data used to test the hypotheses were collected from
a cross-sectional sample of Louisiana residents* the statistical
techniques Df analysis* and the assets and liabilities of the measures. 
The findings are presented in Chapter 5 and their implications for
interpreting the relationship between firearms availability and fear of
criminal victimization are discussed in Chapter 6. This final chapter 
also points out the strengths and limitations of this study and its 
implications for future research.
Chapter E
Firearms and Fear of Criminal Victimization:
A Review of the Literature
The nature of the relationship between civilian firearms 
possession and fear of criminal victimization has been a subject of 
continuous debate within the sociological literature for the past two 
decades. The focus of nearly all of the research has been the role that 
fear of victimization/crime plays in protective firearms possession.
This study examines the effects that both household presence and 
defensive carrying of firearms have on fear of victimization.
A review of the literature relevant to this study will be 
presented in this chapter. This will encompass a discussion of the 
research on firearms and fear of crime, problematic issues concerning 
the measurement and conceptualization of these two variables, and 
theoretically proposed antecedents of fear of crime and gun ownership.
Firearms and Fear of Crime
The number of privately owned firearms in the United States is 
substantial (Newton and Zimring 1969). The total private stock of these 
weapons in 1978 was estimated to be 156 million, A 7 million of which 
were handguns (Kleck 198^). Forty-six percent of U.S. households report 
having at least one type of firearm (NORC 1989), a fairly constant 
proportion since 1959 (Wright and Marston 1975). However, there has 
been a considerable increase in the percentage of households reporting 
having a handgun— 18*/. in 1959 to HV/. in 1978 (Cook 19SE, p. E38).
A
This increase in handgun ownership has been interpreted by 
researchers as a self-protective measure taken by people who are fearful 
of becoming victims of crime (Benson 1984). Newton and Zimring (1969) 
are one of the most widely cited sources in support of the "fear and 
loathing" hypothesis. They report that 71*/. of the respondents to a 1964 
poll said that self-defense is a good reason for owning a handgun. 
However, the poll did not ask if the respondents themselves owned guns 
for this reason. Kleck (1988) estimates (using data from the 1978 
Decision-Making-Incorporated survey) that, in December 1978, 21*/. of all 
gun owners and 45*/. of handgun owners owned firearms primarily for 
purposes of defense and protection. Nevertheless, empirical studies of 
the relationship of fear of crime as a motive to firearms ownership do 
not show substantial support for the fear hypothesis.
Studies of fear and ownership of all types of firearms report:
(1) weak negative associations between fear and ownership (Williams and 
McGrath 1978; Wright and Marston 1975); (2) no significant relationship 
between fear and ownership (McClain 1983; Whitehead and Langworthy 1989; 
Young 1985; Young, McDowall, and Loftin 1987); and (3) a moderately 
positive effect of fear on protective ownership (Lizotte, Bordua, and 
White 1981). Studies of fear and handgun ownership find that fear of 
rape among single female-headed households (Thompson, Bankston, Thayer- 
Doyle, and Jenkins 1986) and fear of crime in general among a male-only 
population (DeFronzo 1979a) have no discernable direct influence on the 
possession of handguns. DeFronzo (1979a) did find, however, that 
handgun ownership is associated with a slight reduction in fear of 
criminal victimization. In two studies that have examined the
6relationship between fear of crime and the carrying of firearms, the 
researchers (Bankston and Thompson 1989; Bankston, Thompson, Jenkins, 
and Forsyth 1990) report that fear of victimization has no significant 
net effect on carrying firearms when away from home. Other studies that 
have examined interactive effects between fear and other variables on 
gun ownership produce estimates of positive effects. For example, Hill, 
Howell, and Driver (1985) find that fear of crime interacts with gender 
to increase gun ownership among males. And Young (1986) reports that 
fear of crime interacts with region of socialization to increase gun 
ownership among females raised inside the South. In general, these 
studies indicate relatively little empirical support for the argument 
that fear of crime increases the protective and defensive use of 
firearms. Wright, Rossi and Daly <1983, p. 101) have recently argued 
that "there is no credible study anywhere in the literature that shows, 
clearly and unmistakably, a fear and loathing effect in the weapons 
trend."
Researchers of fear and firearms ownership, themselves, argue that 
it is likely that research results are inconsistent and even 
contradictory because of measurement and conceptual problems associated 
with both the fear and ownership variables. Since these methodological 
and theoretical issues are of concern to this study, they will be 
discussed below.
Measurement and conceptual issues regarding firearms ownership.
One of the problems that confronts researchers of firearms behavior is 
identifying the owners of firearms. Characteristically, survey 
instruments fail to distinguish between personal and household ownership
7of guns, and most researchers have used the household as the unit of 
analysis (Wright et al. 1983). Since it is not possible to identify the 
owner within the household, individual characteristics and attitudes of 
gun "owners" in most studies are attributed to respondents who may or 
may not personally own guns (Kleck 198^). A method used to minimize the 
biases produced from inferring personal ownership from household 
ownership is to eliminate women from the sample (DeFronzo 1979a; Young 
1985), the commonsense assumption being that men are more likely to own 
guns than women. The exclusion of women, however, creates additional 
methodological and theoretical problems. Women consistently report 
higher levels of fear of victimization than men (Baumer 1978; Clemente 
and Kleiman 1977; DeFronzo 1979b; Garofalo 1979; LaGrange and Ferraro 
1989; Stafford and Galle 198^; Toseland 1982; Warr 1984). Especially 
for women, because of their physical vulnerability, a rational response 
to fear may be obtaining firearms to protect and defend themselves (Hill 
et al. 1985). It is precisely this perceived need for protection that 
Bordua and Lizotte (1979) presume is evident in their finding that high 
rates of violent crime in Illinois counties are an important predictor 
of the personal ownership of firearms among women. Kleck (198^, p. 107) 
concludes that the selective removal of females from a sample "in a 
manner systematically related to both gun ownership and fear of crime 
hopelessly biases the sample against the fear-gun ownership hypotheses."
A second problem concerning firearms ownership is distinguishing 
among types of ownership, i.e., separating the influences of various 
motives for ownership. In addition to ownership for defense and 
protection, guns are owned for recreational purposes— hunting, target
shooting, collecting; for symbolic reasons— for example, as status 
symbols among those who frequently use guns <cf. Tonso 1982); and for 
criminal purposes (Lizotte and Bordua 1980). The various motives for 
ownership of firearms clearly have consequences for the specification of 
theoretical models. Lizotte et al. (1981» p. 502) report that the two 
models of protective and sport ownership of firearms used in their study 
are not as conceptually distinct as they had hypothesized:
...owning a gun for protection is, in part? a 
function of owning a gun for sport. Conversely, 
owning a gun for sport is in part, a function of 
owning a gun for protection.
Moreover, Hill et al. (1985) argue that a model that identifies fear of 
crime as a determinant of defensive gun ownership not only misspecifies 
the defensive gun-owning population, if those who own guns for sport are 
included, but also serves to suppress the effects of fear. To increase 
the probability that respondents are correctly identified as protective 
gun owners, Hill et al. (1985) recommend excluding hunters from the 
sample. Bankston and Thompson (1989) and Bankston et al. (1990) offer 
another solution to the motivation-for-ownership problem. To date, 
their works may represent the only published studies that examine a 
specific protective use of firearms— the carrying of firearms for 
protection of self and property. In general, the literature suggests 
that, prior to the specification of theoretical models, careful 
consideration needs to be given to conceptual distinctions among types 
of firearms ownership and that the consequences of ignoring these 
distinctions need to be weighed in terms of the explanatory power of the 
model.
9Measurement and conceptual issues regarding fear of crime. Two of 
the more widely used indicators of fear of crime are found in the 
National Crime Survey and the NORC General Social Survey (Garofalo 1979; 
Ferraro and LaGrange 1987; LaGrange and Ferraro 1989; Lee 1982). These 
indicators are frequently referred to as "global" measures in that they 
attempt to assess general levels of fear. The NCS asks, "how safe do 
you feel or would you feel being out alone in your neighborhood at 
night?" The GSS asks, "Is there any place right around here— that is, 
within a mile— where you would be afraid to walk alone at night?" As 
measures of fear of crime, both indicators have serious conceptual and 
methodological shortcomings. First, and most obvious, is the failure of 
either item to make explicit reference to crime. Second, the NCS 
question does not tap the affective nature of fear, but asks for a 
relatively objective judgment of risk to self (Ferraro and LaGrange 
1987; Skogan 1981). Third, the NCS item defines a geographical frame of 
reference as "neighborhood," a term that may evoke a variety of meanings 
for respondents (Garofalo 1979; Young Rifai 1982). Fourth, both the NCS 
and GSS questions ask respondents to place themselves in a hypothetical 
situation— walking alone at night on the streets— that is probably out 
of the ordinary in terms of the routine activities of most people 
(LaGrange and Ferraro 1989; Young Rifai 1982). The use of these 
measures, therefore, is likely to produce exaggerated levels of fear. 
Fifth, both questions are single-item indicators of a generic category 
called "crime" and, thus, are not sensitive to the variation in levels 
of fear produced in reaction to specific crimes. For this reason, 
single-item/offense-specific indicators of fear of crime are a
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significant improvement in the operationalization of the fear of crime 
variable (cf. Warr 1984, 1987; Warr and Stafford 1983). Sixth* any 
attempt to measure fear of crime through the administration of survey 
instruments is inherently problematic* because, at best, the indicators 
used are only approximate measures of actual fear:
Accepting the definition of fear as an emotional 
reaction characterized by a sense of danger and 
anxiety about physical harm, it is obvious that 
the person walking alone in a high crime area at 
night is experiencing something quite different 
than the suburbanite who is telling an 
interviewer that he or she would be fearful in 
such an area at night (Garofalo 1981, p. 841).
If, indeed, there are real experiential differences in actual and 
anticipated fear, we should expect to find differences in the behavioral 
responses to each type. Measures of anticipated fear may not be good 
predictors of the protective possession and carrying of firearms, which 
are presumed to be responses to actual fear.
A second issue in the literature on fear of crime is the 
relationship of fear to perceived risk of victimization. "Fear of crime 
refers to the negative emotional reaction generated by crime or symbols 
associated with crime and is conceptually distinct from either judgments 
(risks) or concerns (values) about crime" (Ferraro and LaGrange 1987, p. 
73). Warr and Stafford’s (1983) multiplicative model of fear of 
victimization specifies perceived risk of victimization and perceived 
seriousness of crime as proximate causes of fear. They demonstrate that 
neither perceived risk nor perceived seriousness is, by itself, a good 
predictor of offense-specific fear of criminal victimization. The 
correlations between fear and perceived risk and fear and perceived
11
seriousness are weak, and both perceived risk and seriousness carry 
approximately equal weight (i.e., each counterbalances the effect of the 
other).
A derivative of the multiplicative model is Warr’s (1984) 
sensitivity-to-risk model. This is an additive model that facilitates 
an understanding of the influence of perceived risk (and other 
correlates of fear) on fear of victimization. His findings (1984, 1987) 
indicate that both gender and age (and their interaction) produce 
variation in the relationship between fear and perceived risk of 
victimization. This he terms "differential sensitivity to risk," by 
which he means that, for example, even if males and females of all ages 
perceive their probability of risk of criminal victimization to be 
identical, gender/age related differences will still be produced in 
levels of fear. The reason is that males and females in different age 
categories are differentially sensitive to their perceptions of risk. 
Warr attributes differential sensitivity to risk, in part, to 
differences in perceived seriousness of crimes. That is, when gender 
and age differences are held constant, a major determinant of fear is 
found to be perceived seriousness of an offense. Differential 
sensitivity is also attributed, in part, to "perceptually 
contemporaneous offenses." These are crimes with which fear is highly 
correlated and "that can (logically or empirically) occur together or in 
a continuous sequence" (Warr 1987, p. 48). Thus, Warr (1984, 1985,
1987, 1988) hypothesizes that, in general, women’s higher levels of fear 
of victimization of many crimes result from the association of rape with
IS
various other crimes5 e.g.) the possibility of rape occurring during a 
home burglary) or following a mugging.
The conclusions drawn from the use of both the multiplicative and 
sensitivity-to-risk models have important implications for research on 
fear of crime. First> measures of fear of generic crime confound an 
understanding of fear by masking the variations in fear produced by 
specific offenses. Second) we can not assume that the most serious 
crimes (violent/personal) will necessarily generate the highest levels 
of fear5 because these may be crimes for which risk is perceived to be 
relatively low. Third) not only do various groups of individuals assess 
their risk of crime-specific victimization differently and not only do 
these risk assessments vary across crimes) but groups also vary in their 
sensitivity to perceived risk of victimization) thereby generating 
different levels of fear. Fourth) we need to be aware that offense- 
specific measures of fear of victimization may tap fear of other 
offenses because of their temporal sequencing with the crime in 
question.
The sensitivity-to-risk model has important implications for the 
study of firearms behavior as well. Access to firearms may influence 
persons’ sensitivity to risk. For example> people who have guns present 
in their homes may be different in their sensitivity to the risk of a 
burglary than those persons living in households where no gun is 
present. People who carry firearms may exhibit a different level of 
sensitivity to the risk of being mugged than those who do not carry.
The sensitivity-to-risk model offers a conceptual framework within which 
to explore the possibility of differential sensitivity to risk of
13
victimization of the basis of firearms availability and, thus, 
differences in fear generated by this differential sensitivity to risk.
Antecedents of Fear of Crime and Firearms Ownership
The potential list of antecedent variables of both fear of crime 
and firearms ownership that can be drawn from the sociological 
literature is almost inexhaustible. The variables selected for 
discussion here are ones that are generally accepted to be likely to 
reflect fundamental differences in socialization experiences present in 
the social structure. Hence, it can be argued that they also capture 
differences in tendencies to interpret criminal victimization and its 
consequences, as well as differences in strategies of self-help forms of
social control (Smith and Uchida 1988).
Gender. The empirical evidence points to gender as the single 
most powerful predictor of fear of crime (Baumer 1978; Box, Hale, and 
Andrews 1988; Clemente and Kleiman 1977; DeFronzo 1979b; Garofalo 1979; 
Gordon and Riger 1979, 1989; Gordon, Riger, LeBailly, and Heath 1980; 
Hill et al. 1985; Hindeland, Gottfredson, and Garofalo 1978; LaGrange 
and Gerraro 1989; Thayer-Doyle 1986; Toseland 198E). Women report 
higher levels of fear when global measures are used, and women are more 
fearful of victimization for a wider variety of offenses when offense- 
specific fear measures are used (Warr 1984, 1987; Warr and Stafford 
1983). Explanations for higher levels of fear among women include: (1)
their perceived physical vulnerability relative to m e n ’s (Gordon and 
Riger 1979, 1989; Gordon et al. 1980; Hindelang et al. 1978); (E) the
saliency of women’s fear of rape (Gordon and Riger 1979, 1989; Gordon et 
al. 19805 Thayer-Doyle 1986; Warr 1984, 1985, 1987, 1988); (3) the
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differential socialization of women into passive and submissive sex 
roles that leads to feelings of powerlessness <Burt and Estep 1981; 
Garofalo 1979; Griffin 1986; Hagan, Simpson and Gillis 1978> 1987, 1988; 
Hanmer and Saunders 1984; Sheffield 1984); and (4) "sex role 
socialization may encourage timidity in women and a reluctance in men to 
admit to fear" (Gordon et al. 1980, p. 145).
Although women generally express greater levels of fear, the 
literature suggests levels of firearms ownership among men to be sharply 
higher than among women (Lizotte and Bordua 1980; Marks and Stokes 
1976;). Male ownership of guns for protective purposes is also found to 
be greater than that of female protective ownership (Smith and Uchida 
1988; Whitehead and Langworthy 1989), although a substantial minority of 
single-female headed households in Louisiana report the presence of 
handguns (Thompson, Bankston, and St. Pierre, 1991), and, additionally, 
Bordua and Lizotte (1979, p. 172) report that Illinois’ "women’s 
ownership can be predicted from violent crime" rates. Moreover, it is 
found that men are more likely to carry a firearm for protection 
(Bankston and Thompson 1989; Northwood, Westgard and Barb 1978).
A o e . Research on the effects of age on fear of victimization 
generally reports a positive relationship— fear increases with age, with 
the elderly being a particularly fearful group (Brillon 1987; Cook, 
Skogan, Cook, and Atunes 1978; Warr 1984; Yin 1985). It is argued that 
the elderly exhibit higher levels of fear due to their personal 
vulnerability (Fattah and Sacco 1989; Gordon et al. 1980; Skogan and 
Maxfield 1981). LaGrange and Ferraro (1989) caution, however, that the 
intensity of the association between older persons and fear of criminal
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victimization may be overestimated. Their study, as well as those of 
Lee (1982) and Thompson <1989), provide empirical evidence that the use 
of alternate measures of fear yield inconsistent and often contradictory 
results in terms of the effect of aging on fear of crime.
Most research on firearms behavior includes age as a control 
variable, although, frankly, little theoretical reasoning is offered for 
its inclusion in analyses. Lizotte et al. (1981) find that not only are 
older persons more likely to own guns, but they are also more likely to 
own them for protective purposes. This finding is supported by Hill et 
al. (1985), who also report that the effect for age is greater for men 
than for women. That is, with increasing age, handgun ownership becomes 
more prevalent within the male population. However, other studies find 
age to have either no significant effect (Bankston et al. 1990; Cook and 
Skogan or a slightly negative influence (Bankston and Thompson
1989) on the protective carrying of firearms.
Size of community. Firearms ownership is highest in rural areas 
and declines as community size increases (Hill et al. 1985; Whitehead 
and Langworthy 1989; Wright and Marston 1975). Wright et al. (1983) 
contend that most firearms are owned for sport and recreation. The 
greatest proportion of hunters are found in the least populated areas, 
and the ratio of hunters to owners of firearms increases as community 
size decreases.
Most studies indicate that fear of crime is significantly lower in 
rural areas and communities than in their urban counterparts (Clemente 
and Kleiman 1977; DeFronzo 1979a; Hill et al. 1985; Toseland 19BB). 
However, the findings of several researchers yield contradictory
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results. Belyea and Zingraff (1988) report that the relationship 
between fear and residential location is not completely 1 inear> 
especially among rural areas and small towns and cities. In his work, 
Lee (1988) used two different measures of fear, global and a summated 
fear of crime scale. The global measure produces the expected linear 
and positive relationship between community size and fear for both males 
and females. However, when the summated scale is used, Lee finds that 
the category fear means for farmers are higher than the mean for each 
covariate. Moreover, male farmers are as fearful as residents of the 
largest cities, and levels of perceived risk and fear are highest for 
farm women. Bankston, Jenkins, Thayei— Doyle and Thompson (1987) used a 
sensitivity-to-risk model to examine the effects of residential location 
on the relationship between offense-specific perceived risk of 
victimization and offense-specific fear of victimization. They find 
that "increases in perceived risk of victimization disproportionately 
increase fear of victimization in rural farm populations" (p. 104).
That is, rural farm residents exhibit greater sensitivity to risk 
(thereby generating disproportionately higher levels of fear for equal 
levels of perceived risk) than do residents in other residential 
locations. The researchers suggest that the physical isolation of rural 
farm households may be contributing to their differential sensitivity to 
risk. Their study contributes to an understanding of why Lizotte et al. 
(1981) find that rural residents are more likely to own guns for 
purposes of protection— they are more sensitive to perceived risk of 
victimization.
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Region and culture. Probably no issue in the literature on fear 
of crime and firearms behavior generates as much controversy as the 
topic of cultural regions. The debate centers on the possible existence 
of a subculture of violence and its relationship to firearms ownership. 
For decades the South has been characterized by high rates of homicide 
and gun ownership. These have been attributed to a so-called subculture 
of violence. Wolfgang and Ferracuti (1967) hypothesized that in a 
subculture of violence, values favorable towards violence are 
transmitted during socialization. Some studies began to attribute high 
southern rates of violent crime and firearms ownership to a southern 
subculture of violence (Gastil 1971; Hackney 1969, Reed 1972), in which 
"when confronted with unwarranted aggression or malicious behavior, 
interpersonal threats, and intentional affronts to honor, southerners 
may be culturally disposed to choose violent responses over whatever 
alternatives may exist" (Ellison and McCall 19S9, p. 176). Other 
studies attribute the South’s higher levels of firearms ownership and 
violent crime to structurally induced situations, i.e., socioeconomic 
inequalities (Blau and Blau 1982; Loftin and Hill 197^; O ’Connor and 
Lizotte 197B) .
Neither side in the debate has satisfactorily demonstrated 
empirical support for their arguments. Researchers point to several 
major weaknesses of studies of the subculture of violence: (1) lack of
clarity in, or the absence of, definitions of culture, (2) the use of 
survey instruments to "measure" culture, and (3) the methodological 
failure to distinguish geographic region from culture. Dixon and 
Lizotte (1987) have recently developed a model for predicting gun
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ownership that specifically tests the influence of violent attitudes 
among people residing in and/or socialized in the South. They find 
violent attitudes per se to be related to neither region nor firearms 
ownership. Instead* they find a relationship between exposure to 
southern regional defensive attitudes and gun ownership.
Studies continue to include region as one of the explanatory 
variables of firearms ownership. DeFronzo (1979a) reports thatj within 
a male-only population* southern region positively influences both fear 
of crime and handgun ownership. Whitehead and Langworthy (1989) find 
that males and females raised in the South are more likely to own guns 
and to report greater willingness to shoot an intruder. In their 
studies of urban pistol owners* Williams, liarolla and McGrath (1981) and 
Williams, McGrath* Gray, and Sullivan (1984) find that southern region 
of residence is the best predictor of pistol ownership for both women 
and men, and that "the combination of having been raised in a southern 
environment and presently living in one is particularly likely to 
produce a pistol owner" (1984, p. 870). There is general agreement that 
women raised in the South are more familiar with and experienced in the 
use of firearms than their nonsouthern counterparts (Marks and Stokes 
1976). Young (1986) finds that socialization in the South is a 
significant predictor of gun ownership for women, but not for men. 
Additional support for a gender/southern culture interactive model is 
found in the work of Bankston et al. (1990). Their findings indicate 
that a gender and southern culture interaction levels differences 
between men and women in terms of frequency of carrying firearms for 
protection. That is, while men generally carry firearms more frequently
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than women) women living in a traditionally southern cultural context 
more closely approximate the behavior of men with respect to carrying 
guns.
Prior victimization. One might say commonsense suggests that fear 
of crime is at least a partial product of actual victimization 
experience, and that this experience has consequences for the kinds of 
measures taken to protect oneself, which could include having guns in 
the home and carrying them (Baumer 1978; Benson 1984; Clotfelter 1981; 
Garofalo 1981; Hindelang et al. 1978; Sundeen and Mathieu 1976).
However, in much of the literature it is shown that women and the 
elderly exhibit higher levels of fear? but in fact are less likely to be 
victimized than younger men (Stafford and Galle 1984). Warr (1984, p. 
700) argues that, in regards to gender differences in sensitivity to 
risk, "rape occupies a central place in the fears of many women....it 
may well be that, for younger women in particular, fear of crime i_s fear 
of rape." And Brillon (1987) argues that, for the elderly, perceived 
risk of victimization and actual victimization experience produce high 
levels of fear because of the physical vulnerability of older citizens 
and because the financial consequences of victimization are more serious 
for them.
In the relatively few studies that examine the relationship 
between prior victim experience and firearms, the findings generally 
offer little empirical support that victimization is a good predictor of 
firearms presence or carrying (Bankston et al. 1990; DeFronzo 1979a; 
Northwood et al. 1978), although Lizotte et al. (1981) did find it 
predicts protective ownership. However, the literature does suggest
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that victim experience may have a greater influence on women’s ownership 
(Northwood et al. 1978). For example, among legal gun owners, Bordua 
and Lizotte <1979, p. 172) state that "women’s ownership can be 
predicted from violent crime." And Thompson et al. (1991) find that 
prior victimization significantly predicts handgun possession among 
single female-headed households. Another finding that is of particular 
interest to this study is that the effects of particular types of victim 
experience vary in their influence on firearms possession. Wright and 
Marston (1975, p. 101) find that, among urban residents, those "who have 
been punched or beaten, or threatened with a gun" are more likely to own 
at least one weapon and to own a handgun, while burglary victims are 
less likely to own a firearm than those not similarly victimized.
Summary
In spite of research efforts to identify and specify the nature of 
the relationship between firearms and fear of crime, clearly, the 
results have been inconsistent and largely unsuccessful. Major 
limitations have been measurement and conceptual problems associated 
with these two variables. Moreover, the literature suggests that 
differential social learning experiences of various categories of 
persons (women and men, younger and older age cohorts, rural and urban 
residents, southerners and nonsoutherners, and victimized and 
nonvictimized persons) further confound the explication of the fear-gun 
connection. Mindful of the problems encountered by others more familiar 
with this area of study and more experienced in the research process, 
this study continues the effort to identify and specify the nature of 
the association between firearms availability and fear of criminal
victimization, with the intention of contributing to a greater 
understanding of the relationship between the two. In the chapter that 
follows, the conceptualization of the models used in this study is 
discussed.
Chapter 3
Conceptualization of the Models:
Theory and Specification
From the review of the literature presented in Chapter S, it is 
apparent that there is little empirical support for any hypothesized 
direct relationship between firearms and fear of crime. Wright et al. 
(19B3» p. 101) are quite forthright in concluding that researchers must? 
at some point, be willing to accept one of, at least, two possibilities. 
The first is that no relationship exists between these two variables.
It appears that, empirical evidence to the contrary, many of us are not 
willing to fully accept this possibility— our commonsense reasoning 
continues to prevail over our willingness to risk Type I errors. The 
second possibility is that the relationship exists, but it is so subtle 
that we haven’t yet been able to detect it. It is in regards to this 
point that W a r r ’s (1984, 1987) work on sensitivity to risk is so 
important in suggesting a clue to the nature of the connection between 
guns and fear of crime. That is, that the net effects of access to 
firearms may be a reduction in sensitivity to perceived risk of criminal 
victimization, which ultimately results in minimizing differences in 
levels of fear (between owners and nonowners, and carriers and 
noncarriers) to the extent that these differences no longer maintain 
statistical significance. It is precisely this possibility that is 
explored in this study.
In the rest of the chapter, I will briefly reiterate the logic 
that underlies the sensitivity-to-risk model and will specify the model 
based on theories of socialization that explain differences in
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categories of people as a function of differential socialization 
experiences. It is assumed that experiential variances in socialization 
will have differential consequences for interpretations of: (1)
perceived risk of victimization; (8) the projected costs of 
victimization (both objective and subjective); and (3) the effectiveness 
of possible strategies for minimizing risk.
Firearms Availability and Sensitivity to Risk of Criminal Victimization
Mark Warr (1984, 1987) proposes that variation in fear of criminal 
victimization is a function of two factors: (1) variations in levels of
perceived risk, and (8) variations in sensitivity to levels of perceived 
risk. For example, he empirically demonstrates that although women and 
men may perceive their risks of victimization for a particular crime to 
be identical, they are differentially sensitive to risk. This 
differential sensitivity is ultimately reflected in the differences in 
levels of fear between women and men. Therefore, the reason for women’s 
generally reported higher levels of fear is that they are more sensi t ive 
than men to their perceived risk of criminal victimization. Warr’s 
explanations for gender differences in sensitivity to risk and levels of 
fear— perceived seriousness of offenses and perceptually contemporaneous 
offenses— have been discussed in the preceding chapter.
This study hypothesizes that the effects of the availability of 
firearms, both in terms of household presence and actual carrying, will 
influence offense-specific sensitivity to risk. The assumption is that, 
if human beings perceive themselves to be at risk of criminal 
victimization by other human beings, it is reasonable to anticipate that 
they will (unlike the proverbial ostrich who buries its head in the sand
2<*
and leaves its backside exposed) take measures to minimize jeopardy to 
their self integrity.
These measures may include avoidance behaviors or the restriction 
of activities* such as, a woman’s crossing the street to bypass a group 
of males "hanging out," or not driving through known high-crime areas, 
or staying out of barrooms. They may include passive protective and 
defensive measures, such as, the installation of dead-bolt locks, flood 
lights, and alarm systems. Or they may include active protective and 
defensive measures, such as, self-defense training, having a guard dog, 
carrying mace, or having a gun. These and others are measures that are 
interpreted by people as being more— or less— effective in either their 
actual deterrent value or in thwarting the completion of a victimizing 
event. It is concluded, therefore, that the evaluations of their 
relative merits in accomplishing these objectives has consequences for 
the sensitivity to risk of victimization for people utilizing these 
strategies of self-help. Of course, the concern of this study is, 
again, with the varying role that firearms may play in reducing 
sensitivity to risk among/between groups of individuals who differ on 
the basis of gender, age, rural and southern residency, and previous 
victim experience.
Cultural and Structural Influences; Some Theoretical Considerations
Whether or not all social scientists agree with Clifford Geertz 
<1973, p. 51), who believes: "with Max Weber, that man is an animal
suspended in webs of significance [meaning] he himself has spun," many 
are willing to accept that beliefs, themselves, are part and parcel of 
the socialization process. That is, that our beliefs are influenced by
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our particular socialization experiences throughout a lifelong social 
learning process. And more specifically, for purposes of this study, it 
is suggested that the socialization process influences our beliefs in 
the validity of our interpretations (as well as the interpretations 
themselves) of criminal victimization, the consequences of 
victimization, and self-help strategies of social control. It is 
difficult to argue that people would carry firearms for protection if 
they did not believe that firearms had a potential deterrent value.
Their socialization experiences have helped shape, and continue to 
support, this particular attitude toward firearms.
If socialization is the totality of o n e ’s social learning 
experience, then, in a pluralistic society, it follows that persons who 
are differentially located in the social structure will be exposed to 
different socialization experiences. Therefore, when we examine 
categorical (gender, age, regional, etc.) differences in behavior, we 
assume that to some extent at least we are examining the consequences of 
experiential differences in social learning.
There is no reason to believe that the perceptions that persons 
have of crime, fear of crime, and/or risk of crime, as well as their 
affective responses to these perceptions are not influenced by this 
learning process. Nor is it reasonable to assume that the actions (or 
nonactions) that persons take to protect themselves are not similarly 
influenced. This is not to say that unique, individual experiences 
(e.g., being victimized) do not influence actions, nor that unique 
meanings are not emergent in human beings’ interpretations of their 
environment and the threats it contains. It is to say, however, that
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collective patterns can be observed. The identification and explanation 
of these patterns is what the interplay between social scientific 
research methodology and theory is all about. Therefore? this study 
proceeds on the theoretical axiom that the explanation of systematic 
differences between categories of human beings reflects differences in 
sociocultural world views.
Symbolic interactionists and ethnomethodologists recognize that 
people? daily and matter-of-factlv? navigate physical and social 
environments that are potentially "loaded" with self-threatening 
situations (cf. Goffman 1967? 1971). The extent to which individuals 
learn to master the practicality and art of safe-maneuvering through 
"dangerous landscapes" says much about the nature of human relations.
To stand in fear of others is something eventful or "fateful" (Goffman 
1967? p. 16*t) —  it disrupts the normal flow of activities? i.e.? it’s 
problematic? and it’s consequential (Goffman 1971? p. 239). Defensive 
actions? including household presence and carrying of firearms? that 
manage actual or anticipated fateful events— threats to the self— are 
expected to attenuate this fear (see Goffman 1967? p. 176-177). The 
conceptualization of the gun as the "great equalizer" speaks to the 
interpretation of its management potential and its ability to level 
untenable power differences in social relationships (based on 
perceptions of physical? subjective? gender? age? economic? etc. 
vulnerabi1i ties).
There is a long tradition in criminology that crime patterns? 
themselves? reflect structural and cultural differences and differential 
socialization experiences. This study applies fundamentally the same
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theoretical principle to understanding patterns of responses to 
potential criminal victimization and the protective measures taken to 
prevent it.
The Contextual Environment of the Research
Louisiana— A "Sportsman's Paradise". The State of Louisiana has 
very few legal barriers to limit or prohibit the ownership and carrying 
of firearms. At the state level? for adults (18 years and older) there 
is: (1) no waiting period required to purchase a firearm! (2) no
mandatory application, licensing, or registration for purchase! and (3) 
no prohibition against the open carrying of firearms or concealed 
carrying in an automobile, although a license is required for carrying a 
concealed weapon on the person in public places [Flanagan and Maguire 
(eds.) 1989, p. 1101. Convicted felons may not own nor carry firearms, 
nor may firearms be carried on public school campuses (La. Rev. statutes 
9A.0-95.5). Moreover, parish (county) and local ordinances may limit 
open carrying and discharge of weapons.
The Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries annually 
publishes, for public consumption, a booklet of hunting guidelines. The 
most recent edition, Louisiana Huntinp Regulations 1990-91 (p. 35), 
states that hunters aged 16-59 are required to purchase a minimum basic 
hunting license and that: "All persons born on or after September 1,
1969 must show proof of satisfactoryly completing a Hunter Safety course 
approved by the Department" in order to obtain this license. No minimum 
age is stipulated for eligibility to take this safety course, and local 
law enforcement agencies routinely advertize the course among elementary 
and high school students. So, for hunting purposes, Louisiana
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youngsters are not precluded from possessing, carrying and discharging 
firearms— including handguns— that can not legally be purchased by them 
(n.b.j juveniles can legally purchase ammunition for long guns, but not 
for handguns).
Legal systems are open systems insofar as they are influenced by 
variables external to them (i.e., they are embedded within particular 
sociocultural contexts). This is true both in terms of the formal law 
as well as the law in action (its interpretation and application). From 
the brief exposition given above on the legal aspects of ownership and 
carrying in Louisiana, it might be anticipated that firearms are widely 
distributed within the State.
Researchers of fear of crime and firearms availability in 
Louisiana (Bankston and Thompson 1989, Bankston et al. 1990) do indeed 
emphasize the household prevalence of firearms, and the extent to which 
they are carried for protection. In a study using a state-wide sample 
of the white population, the percentage of persons who carry is found to 
be approximately for males and 30'/. for females (Bankston et al.
1990). This represents a substantial minority who report that they 
occasionally, frequently, or always carry for purposes of protection.
However, there is no reason to assume that the effects of firearms 
availability on sensitivity to risk of criminal victimization would be 
identical for all types of persons. Rather, it is expected that 
differences in social learning experiences may produce categorical 
differences in behavior towards firearms and perceptions of the efficacy 
of guns in risk management. The literature suggests these differences 
to be manifested in gender, age, rural/urban, southern/nonsouthern, and
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victim experience distinctions. These are all contextual variables, 
then, that would confound the explication of the relationship between 
firearms and fear of crime. Therefore, controlling for the effects of 
these disturbance terms, it is hypothesized that access to firearms will 
reduce sensitivity to risk of criminal victimization.
Gender. It is well documented, empirically, that among personal 
characteristics gender is the best predictor of fear of crime (see 
Chapter 2). In general, women report greater fear than men, and for a 
larger number of offenses. Harr’s <1984, 1985) work suggests that women 
often perceive themselves to be at greater risk of victimization than 
men, and, moreover, that they are more sensitive to risk judgments.
Thus, higher levels of perceived risk, coupled with greater sensitivity, 
have the effect of amplifying levels of fear among women, compared to 
men. It would appear, then, that women typically interpret their social 
and physical environments as potentially more self-threatening terrains 
and that they tread more cautiously than men through these environs. In 
short, women perceive themselves to be particularly vulnerable targets 
(Gordon and Riger 1989; Hindelang et al. 1978; Riger 1981; Riger et al. 
1978).
Explanations of women’s subjective vulnerability to perceived risk 
of, sensitivity to, and fear of crime maintain that women’s greater 
concerns with personal safety are but one manifestation of their more 
generalized feelings of passivity, compliance, dependency, and 
powerlessness (Burt and Estep 1981; Griffin 1986; Hagan et al. 1978,
19885 Hanmer and Saunders 1984; Herman 1984; Hindelang et al. 1978; 
Sheffield 1984). Basically, these explanations identify the etiology of
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w omen’s subjective vulnerability in differences in the social learning 
experiences of women and men. Foundations of gender stratification are 
established and perpetuated through patterns of informal social control 
within the family* and sex-role socialization continues throughout the 
life-course (Hagan et al. 1978, 1988).
A concern of this study is with the possible effects that gendei—  
related social learning experiences would have on the relationship 
between firearms availability and sensitivity to risk of criminal 
victimization. The empirical findings of some researchers (Gordon and 
Riger 1979, 1989; Gordon et al. 1980; Riger 1981; Riger et al. 1978;
Warr 1985) indicate that women are more likely than men to engage in 
precautionary behaviors that restrict their freedom of movement. 
Additionally, Gardner (1990, p. 316) writes:
Prescriptions to women in public places as to 
how to achieve safety are framed in terms of a 
rhetoric of limited competence, that is, a 
series of presentational strategies that project 
dependency and lack of skills.
The presentational strategies reported in her study include: (1)
shamming a male escort; (2) profaning the self; and (3) planning and 
rehearsing in anticipation of peril. The overt implication of these 
works and others (particularly feminist writings) is that women’s 
perceived risk of victimization and fear of crime is perceived risk and 
fear of crime at the hands of men— i.e., anonymous men (Edwards 1987; 
Radford 1987; Stanko 1987, p. 130). [Thus, women also develop the 
discriminatory capacity to recognize men who can be trusted to provide 
protection as well as men who are to be feared as predators (cf. Edwards
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1987, p. 18; Gardner 1990, p. 318)] Considering that more aggressive 
behaviors in response to risk are delegated to the domain of men, it 
seems reasonable that having access to a firearm will attenuate feelings 
of dependency and powerlessness among women. As Goffman <1969, p. 169- 
170) notes: "A pistol and the readiness to use it...bring a clarity and
weight to words that words d o n ’t usually have in face-to-face 
interaction.11 Therefore, it is hypothesized that access to firearms 
will have a greater effect on reducing women’s sensitivity to risk of 
criminal victimization.
A g e . Some explanations of the elderly’s greater fear of crime are 
similar to those of w o m e n ’s greater fear— i.e., the elderly perceive 
themselves to be physically more vulnerable to risk of victimization 
(Gordon et al. 1980; Skogan and Maxfield 1981). The elderly’s 
increasing frailty and likelihood of chronic illness leave them less 
able to effectively defend themselves against attacks, and make the 
consequences of actual victimization all the more hazardous (Fattah and 
Sacco 1989). For some, their range of their mobility is limited by 
physical degeneracy and health problems, and these contribute to 
increasing social isolation and dependency on others (Bril Ion 1987).
And eventually, for all people who live long enough, social networks are 
steadily ravaged by the infirmities and deaths of friends and spouses.
So, for both women and men, the effects of aging on subjective 
vulnerability to risk of victimization increase levels of fear (Box et 
al. 1988; Hindelang et al. 1978; Riger et al. 1978; Skogan and Maxfield 
19B1J Yin 1980).
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It is theorized, however, that there are age-gender differences in 
subjective vulnerability to likelihood of victimization. For women who 
see themselves, and are seen by others, to be, at least physically, no 
match for men, the externally visible consequences of aging are a 
confirmation of their "devalued" identities (Ortega and Myles 1987, p. 
148). Moreover, some of the strategic protective behaviors that women 
"learn" to use to help ensure themselves safe conduct in public places—  
warning others that their male escort is close by, not dressing 
provocatively, claiming venereal disease— may come to be perceived as 
less effective deterrents by older women as well as by motivated 
offenders. Goffman (1969, p. 36-38) would explain that these defensive 
and protective cover stories become more transparent strategies with 
w o men’s advancing years. It is also theorized that the social learning 
experiences of men leave them ill-prepared for their increased 
vulnerability to risk of victimization with age. The kinds of 
strategies that women have developed "for reducing the likelihood of 
criminal victim!zation over the course of a lifetime...may be less 
developed among older men...since vulnerability to crime is a relatively 
new experience for them" (Ortega and Myles 1987, p. 134). Thus, older 
men are expected to perceive themselves to be at greater risk of 
victimization and to be more fearful than their younger counterparts.
What effect does access to firearms have on sensitivity to risk of 
criminal victimization for women and men as they age? The lack of 
substantive empirical work in this area makes it difficult to specify, 
with certainty, the nature of the association between firearms and 
sensitivity to risk for various age cohorts. But, since it is older (55
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years and up) persons, in particular, that generally report higher 
levels of fear and perceived risk of victimization, relative to others, 
and because of their increasing physical vulnerability and social 
isolation, it makes good sense that having access to a firearm would 
provide them with an effective mechanism of defense and deterrence— one 
that would give them greater control over victimizing experiences and 
perhaps a greater sense of autonomy. It is therefore hypothesized that 
the availability of firearms will have a greater effect on reducing 
sensitivity to risk among older women and men than among their younger 
counterparts.
Rural/urban residence. Studies that have looked at the 
relationship between firearms ownership and size of community of 
residence consistently report that gun ownership is highest in rural 
areas and varies sharply and inversely with city size (Newton and 
Zimring 1969; Wright 1984; Wright and Marston 1975; Wright et al. 1983). 
This pattern suggests that most privately owned firearms are for 
purposes of sport and recreation as opposed to purposes of defense 
(Bordua 2986; Bordua and Lizotte 1979). For example, Wright et al. 
(1983) found a strong correlation between hunting and gun ownership, and 
found the highest proportion of hunters in rural areas and the lowest 
proportion in the largest cities (using data from the NORC General 
Social Survey). It is also suggested that regardless of the 
recreational usage of a long gun or a handgun, firearms serve equally 
well as weapons of defense. Defense and protection are not limited to 
human predators, however. Wright (1984, p. 304) is "certain that at 
least some fraction of the defensive ownership of weapons is for defense
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against the various unfriendly fauna often encountered in the rural 
environment."
Some research shows that family socialization plays a strong role 
in adult firearms ownership (Lizotte and Bordua 1980; Lizotte et al. 
1981; Marks and Stokes 1976; Young 1986» 1989). "The presence of a 
firearm in the home tends to increase the probabilities that children 
will be exposed to weapons and encouraged to use them" (Marks and Stokes 
1976, p. 685). Parental gun ownership is the best predictor of adult 
ownership, especially for sporting purposes (Deiner and Kerber 1979; 
Lizotte et al 1981). And Lizotte et al. (1981) indicate that owning a 
gun for purposes of protection is partially a function of the sporting 
ownership of guns. Therefore it is assumed by some that adolescent 
exposure to the sporting use of firearms is likely to increase adult 
protective ownership (cf. Young 1986). Because of the prevalence of 
firearms in rural areas, it is reasonable to assume that rural residents 
are more familiar with guns, more experienced in the use of guns, and 
are exposed to them at an earlier age than persons living in cities 
(Lizotte et al. 19815 Young 1986, 1989).
In this current study, it is predicted that the effects of access 
to firearms on sensitivity to perceived risk of criminal victimization 
will vary by residential location. It is suggested by some that a 
majority of urban gun owners have firearms primarily for purposes of 
defense (cf. Williams et al. 1989). Lizotte et al. (1981) find high 
rates of violent crime to predict protective ownership. It should 
follow, therefore, that people who live in high crime areas (i.e., who 
live in urban areas) would likely be defensive weapons owners (Wright
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1984). Whitehead and Langworthy (1989) found that, as city size 
increases, women report greater willingness to shoot an intruder in 
their homes. In contrast, firearms are relatively common artifacts in 
rural areas and probably reflect the greater extent to which they are 
used, with greater frequency, for hunting and nonhuman defensive 
purposes. Therefore, firearms are expected to have less impact on 
sensitivity to risk of criminal victimization among rural residents than 
among urban residents.
Southern/nonsouthern region of residence. Much of the literature 
on the relationship between firearms availability and region of 
residence bears a striking similarity to the research on rural-urban 
differences in gun ownership for sporting and defensive purposes. For 
example, firearms ownership is found to be more pronounced in the South 
(Bordua and Lizotte 1979; Dixon and Lizotte 1987; Marks and Stokes 1976; 
Newton and Zimring 1969; Wright and Marston 1975; Whitehead and 
Langworthy 1989; Young 1986). Additionally, Whitehead and Langworthy 
(1989) indicate that both southern women and men report a greater 
willingness to shoot an intruder in their home. Researchers suggest 
that regional differences in levels of ownership are partially a 
consequence of the differential socialization experiences of southerners 
and nonsoutherners (Williams et al. 5981, 1984). Southerners are raised 
in an environment where guns are relatively commonplace in everyday 
life, they are exposed to firearms at an earlier age, and they are more 
experienced in the use of guns (Marks and Stokes 1976; Williams et al. 
1984; Young 1986, 1989).
Some studies also indicate a gender-region interaction in patterns 
of gun ownership and familiarity with the use of these weapons. As 
noted earlier in this chapter, ownership and experience with firearms is 
assumed to be a byproduct of the social learning experiences of males. 
Thus, the effects of regional residency on firearms behavior are 
expected to be manifested, primarily, in differences in levels of 
ownership, motivations for ownership, and usage among women. In other 
words, it is assumed that, in regards to guns, women raised in the South 
are exposed to social learning experiences that run "counter to
traditional female sex-role socialization" (Young 1986, p. 169). Marks
and Stokes (1976, p. 6£6> have found that while men, and southern men in 
particular, generally have experience with guns, women who were raised
outside the South are "least likely to have fired a gun." Young (1986)
found that women raised in the South are more likely to own and are more 
knowledgeable about guns than women raised outside the South. He also 
found that nonsouthern women are more likely to own firearms for 
purposes of defense and protection— in response to their greater fear of 
criminal victimization, in contrast to southern women. And in their 
study, Bankston et al. (1990) found that residency in the more 
traditionally southern part of Louisiana (northern parishes) levels 
gender differences in patterns of firearms carrying.
As was stated earlier, many researchers explain regional 
differences in patterns of gun ownership and experience with firearms as 
a partial consequence of the differential social learning experiences of 
southerners and nonsoutherners. The South is distinctive in its 
substantially higher rates of private ownership of firearms. In Chapter
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2 of this study» it was also pointed out that for several decades the 
southern states have been characterized by disproportionately higher 
rates of homicide and other forms of interpersonal violence (Newton and 
Zimring 1969). These observations gave rise to a debate in the 
sociological literature over the possible existence of a southern 
regional "culture of violence" (Gastil 1971; Hackney 1969; Loftin and 
Hill 1974; Reed 1972, 1982). This cultural explanation of violence 
implies that southerners come to take for granted and learn to use 
certain forms of violence. According to Reed (1982, pp. 142-143) these 
forms of violence are seen as "natural" (i.e., they are culturally 
defined, permitted, and, even, demanded). "As a corollary,
[Southerners] are exposed to, possess, and are knowledgeable in the use 
of such means of violence as firearms" (Bankston et al. 1990, p. 289).
There is an important point of clarification that needs to be made
with regards to the use of the concept of a southern regional "culture 
of violence" in this study. My use of the concept is not meant to imply 
that the way of life of southerners is organized around violence.
Rather, as Reed (1982, pp. 142-153) points out, to speak of a southern 
culture of violence is to take the outsiders’ point of view towards 
southerners— the others’ point of view that southerners seem to blithely 
ignore (take for granted) or, worse, that they glorify (in their
folklore, music, and literary works) what others may perceive to be
wantonly, lawlessly, and excessively violent behaviors.
The reader may be pondering, by this time, how a study using data 
drawn from a sample of persons living in Louisiana, an obviously 
southern state, controls for and examines the effects of firearms
38
availability within the context of region of residency as a surrogate 
measure of southern cultural tradition. The reason is that the State 
offers a unique opportunity to explore both traditionally southern and 
atypically southern cultural contexts. Researchers note that Louisiana 
is characterized by two predominant ethnic and cultural divisions— the 
French-Catholic subculture of the southern parishes and the typically 
southern subculture of the northern parishes of the State (Allen and 
Bankston 1981; Bertrand 1955; Clarke 1985; Smith and Parenton 1938). 
Further discussion of these geographically segregated cultural groups 
and the issue of the measurement of culture will be taken up in the 
methods chapter that follows.
There is, however, one additional topic that needs to be 
addressed— the attribution of causality to culture. Geertz (1973, p.
A5) tells us that the symbolic forms of a culture are for any particular 
member "largely given. He finds them already current in the community 
when he is born, and they remain...in circulation after he dies." A 
culture’s symbolic forms guide individuals in making and acting 
purposefully on judgments (Geertz, p. 5E). "Rather like a grammar, 
culture gives shape to behavior without determining its specific course" 
(Rice 1980, p. 821). In a similar vein, Swidler <1986, p. 273) proposes 
that culture provides its members with a "repertoire" or "tool kit" 
(cultural resources) that is "used to construct strategies of action."
In other words, people are neither "judgmental [nor] cultural dopes" 
(Garfinkle 1967, p. 67-68) unknowingly shoved around by the impersonal 
forces of culture [(Garfinkle 1952, p. 1A5) cited in Heritage 198A, p. 
333. Rather, they are caught in webs of cultural significance of their
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own making. Nevertheless, all of this suggests that culture has causal 
effects— the availability of cultural resources limit the immediate 
range of alternatives in choosing and developing courses of action.
The cultural segregation of Louisiana has little to do with either 
the distribution of guns or, probably, familiarity with their use. Both 
the northern and southern parishes are characterized by a rural heritage 
and a hunting tradition. Rather, we should expect differences to be 
manifested in cultural definitions of the use of guns as an
"appropriate" response to threats by human predators. The literature
suggests that this response is a more "taken-for-granted" aspect of a 
southern world view. Therefore, it is hypothesized that access to 
firearms will have a greater effect on reducing sensitivity to risk of 
criminal victimization among atypical southerners than among typical 
southerners in the State.
Prior victimization experiences. Studies of criminal 
victimization and fear produce mixed findings, although: "for the 
population as a whole the correlation between the two is weak, and even 
appears to be negative (victims reporting lower levels of fear) for some
categories of personal crime" (Skogan 1986, p. 137). Moreover, some
categories of people, primarily women and the elderly, report relatively 
high levels of fear of personal victimization although their levels of 
actual victimization are lower in comparison to young males (Stafford 
and Galle 198^). While a number of explanations have been offered for 
the unstable relationship between victimization and fear, the one most 
relevant to this study is that prior victim experience may result in 
fear-related behavioral changes (Garofalo 1981, 1986, 1987; Riger 1981;
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Riger et al. 1982; Skogan 1987; Young Rifai 1982). "Victims 
who...believe they have learned effective ways of avoiding further 
victimisation...w i 11 probably experience less fear than those unable to 
neutralise their experiences" (Box et al. 1988, p. 342). It has already 
been pointed out that a substantial minority of U.S. citizens apparently 
believe in the efficacy of firearms in deterring crime— between 20 and 
40 percent of U.S. households are armed primarily for purposes of 
defense and protection (Wright 1984, p. 309).
Many studies, however, report that prior victimization experiences 
are not good predictors of either firearms ownership or protective 
carrying (Bankston and Thompson 1989; Bankston et al. 1990; Defronzo 
1979a; Lizotte et al. 1981; Lurigio 1987; Northwood et al. 1978;
Williams and McGrath 1976; Wright and Marston 1975). It is important to 
recognize, however, that the relationship between fear-related 
behavioral changes— including the acquisition and carrying of firearms—  
and the neutralization of fear is a reciprocal association not easily 
captured by cross-sectional studies. Additionally, some researchers 
suggest, albeit controversially, that people’s perceptions of the 
seriousness of the consequences of victimization are often 
overestimated. That is, that many types of predatory attacks are found, 
after the fact, to be of "little consequence" or relatively "unserious” 
to the victims (Sparks, Genn and Dodd 1977, p. 213; Young Rifai 1982, p. 
192). These findings would seem to imply that the outcome of many 
victimizing experiences provide little motivation for victims to acquire 
a firearm, if one is not already present in the household, or to begin 
carrying a firearm.
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The literature does advance the argument* however, that firearms 
are effective not only in deterring crime and thwarting its completion 
but also in reducing injury to victims of sexual assault in particular 
(Bart and O ’Brien 1984; Kleck 1988; Kleck and Bordua 1984; Kleck and 
Sayles 1990; Wright 1984). For these reasons, we might expect that 
relatively successful outcomes for victims who resisted with deadly 
force would translate into lower levels of fear, in contrast to those 
who used more passive measures. Additionally, we might anticipate, n  
that, for persons who have not yet experienced crime first-hand, the 
unknown outcome— in terms of "testing" the efficacy of the personal use 
of guns— may create additional anxieties. Therefore, it is hypothesized 
that access to firearms will have the greater effect of reducing 
sensitivity to risk of criminal victimization among persons who have 
experienced victimization than among those who have not been victimized.
Formal Statement of the Hypotheses
In this chapter, I have proposed that the reason that the 
sociological literature has failed to substantiate the connection 
between fear of criminal victimization and personal firearms 
availability is that access to firearms reduces sensitivity to perceived 
risk of victimization and that this, in turn, minimalizes fear 
differences between gun owners and nonowners and carriers and 
noncarriers. It was also argued that differential social learning 
experiences, primarily between women and men, young and old, rural and 
urban residents, and typical and atypical southerners have consequences 
for the effects of access to firearms on sensitivity to risk of criminal 
victimization for these categories of persons. Additionally, the
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importance of controlling for actual victimization experiences was 
highlighted. It was also pointed out that prior research anticipates* 
in particular* gender interactions with aging, size of community* 
region, and victim experience in regards to ownership and familiarity 
with firearms and beliefs in their efficacy. The predicted 
relationships between situational access to firearms and sensitivity to 
perceived risk of criminal victimization are now formally stated:
Hypothesis I: 
Hypothesis II:
Hypothesis III:
Hypothesis IV:
Hypothesis V:
Hypothesis VI:
Hypothesis VII:
Access to firearms will decrease sensitivity 
to perceived risk of criminal victimization.
When controlling for the influence of 
relevant sociocultural and experiential 
disturbance factors, the availability of 
firearms will decrease sensitivity to 
perceived risk of criminal victimization.
Firearms availability will have a greater 
effect on reducing the sensitivity to 
perceived risk of criminal victimization of 
women than men.
The influence of access to firearms on 
perceived risk of criminal victimization will 
have a greater effect on reducing sensitivity 
to risk of older individuals than younger 
individuals.
Firearms availability will have a greater 
effect on reducing the sensitivity to 
perceived risk of criminal victimization of 
urban persons than rural persons.
Firearms availability will have a greater 
effect on reducing the sensitivity to 
perceived risk of criminal victimization of 
atypically southern persons than typically 
southern persons.
The influence of firearms availability on 
perceived risk of criminal victimization will 
have a greater effect on reducing sensitivity 
to risk of victimized persons than 
nonvictimized persons.
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Hypothesis VIII: Interactions between firearms availability
and perceived risk of criminal victimization 
will amplify the effects of situational 
access to firearms on decreasing sensitivity 
to risk.
Chapter 4 
Methodology
Sample
The data used in this research come from a 1984 victimization 
study of households in Louisiana. The study was conducted by the 
Department of Rural Sociology (Louisiana State University) as part of 
the S-193 Southern Regional Crime Project supported by the USDA. The 
sample was drawn from the population of Louisiana driver’s license 
holders. Four thousands five hundred and one cases were selected using 
a systematic random sampling procedure. Of these, 163 had no in-state 
address or were identified as deceased. The remaining sample of 4,338 
drivers was mailed a questionnaire with over 200 items on attitudes 
toward crime and law enforcement, fear of crime, crime prevention 
measures, victimization, and a variety of sociodemographic 
characteristics. After three mailouts, a total of 1,850 questionnaires 
were returned completed (626 were returned undelivered). This 
represents a 49.8 percent return rate. The Census identifies 29.4 
percent of the State population as Black. While black respondents 
represented 22 percent of the sample, missing data on items used in this 
study reduced their representation to less than 10 percent. This small 
number greatly reduced my confidence in the ability to generalize 
results of the analysis to the black population of the State.
Therefore, the present analysis is based only on the responses of 
whites.
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While the Census identifies 69.2 percent of the State population 
as White, white respondents represented 77 percent of the sample. A 
total of 1,283 white respondents answered all items necessary to the 
analysis. The gender, age, rural/urban, education, and household income 
characteristics of this sample were compared to Census findings to 
assess the sample’s representation of the general state population 
<Dillman, Christenson, Carpenter, and Brooks 197**). The Census 
identifies the following characteristics in the state white population 
15 years and older: 49.1'/, male, 75*/. under 55 years of age, 65.A'/, urban,
61.6*/. high school graduates, and median household income of $20,867 
(U.S. Bureau of Census 1983a). In my sample these percentages are 
respectively AA.6*/., 76.2*/., 61.1*/., 82.5'/., and a median category of 
household income $25,000-$29,999. Thus, gender, age, and urban 
percentages correspond reasonably well with the 1980 Census parameters. 
However, higher levels of education and household income are 
overrepresented. Results should be interpreted with these selection 
biases in mind.
Method of Analysis
Let us recall that fear is a function of both perceived risk of 
criminal victimization and sensitivity to perceived risk. Since, as 
Warr (1987) demonstrated, sensitivity to risk varies from one offense to 
the other, in this analysis the relationship between access to firearms 
and sensitivity to risk is examined for eight offenses, controlling for 
the main effects of other independent variables included in the models 
(which are also hypothesized to influence sensitivity). The sensitivity 
parameters (threshold, slope, and maximum fear) for each of the eight
offenses were obtained using ordinary least squares regression (OLS) as 
the technique for handling the analysis of covariance. In addition to 
perceived risk and age (the covariates), access to firearms, gender, 
rural residency, southern cultural region, and prior victimization 
(coded as dummies) were included as factors in the models for each 
offense. OLS yields unstandardized regression coefficients (b’s) that 
are important for determining the importance of variables as predictors 
when a model is tested on different subsets (subsamples) of the total 
sample. OLS also yields standardized regression coefficients (Beta’s). 
Because all variables are measured on the same standardized scale (i.e., 
OLS coefficients are converted to z-scores), direct comparisons of the 
relative importance of the independent variables within a single model 
are possible.
The proposed models called for several interaction terms (gender x 
age cohort, gender x rural residency, gender x Southern region, gender x 
prior victimization, and firearms availability x perceived risk). 
However, it was decided to run separate regressions for the various 
subgroups to avoid the problems of interpretation associated with the 
inclusion of one or more categorical interaction terms within the same 
model and to provide us, in particular, with all the information wanted 
in the most parsimonious way possible. Dummy coding reveals significant 
differences only between the reference (omitted) category and the 
remaining categories, and not between all possible pairs of categories.
The analysis was conducted in several stages. First, offense- 
specific fear was regressed on offense-specific perceived risk of 
victimization and firearms availability. The general patterns of
sensitivity to risk were also analyzed for each of four subsamples 
(firearms present, not present, carried, and not carried) and the pooled 
sample. The purpose of this stage was to contrast the effects of 
firearms availability on sensitivity to risk of criminal victimization 
and to test each model prior to the introduction of other disturbance 
terms. Second, offense-specific fear was regressed on offense-specific 
perceived risk and all the independent variables. Since it is 
hypothesized that sensitivity to risk is dependent on factors other than 
access to firearms, this stage enabled me to examine the effects of 
access to firearms on sensitivity to risk while holding other 
confounding factors constant. Third, a series of regressions were run 
(offense-specific fear regressed on offense-specific perceived risk and 
firearms access) that explored models conditioned by gender, age cohort, 
rural/urban residency, Southern/non-Southern region, and victim 
experience. This stage allowed for the exploration of the effects of 
firearms availability on sensitivity to perceived risk of criminal 
victimization within various sociocultural and experiential contexts.
The fourth and final stage called for the testing of models that 
included an interaction term (firearms availability x perceived risk of 
victimization)— these models, again, conditioned by the aforementioned 
variables in stage three. It was predicted that the interaction term 
would amplify the effects of access to firearms on sensitivity to 
perceived risk. To determine if the interaction term added 
significantly to the regression sum of squares, F-ratios were calculated 
using the TEST subcommand of SPSSx,, Since this study explores relatively
A8
new ground in the fear-gun connection the analysis uses a criterion 
level of .10.
Variables. Operational procedures for all variables are found in 
Appendix A. However, two variables— firearms availability and southern 
culture require further elaboration.
All studies that use secondary data analysis are limited by the 
availability of certain items. Studies, for example, using data from 
the GSS can only measure household presence of firearms (see Chapter 2 
for a discussion of methodological and conceptual problems inherent in 
the use of this measure). This study is fortunate in having access to a 
data set containing indicators of both household presence of firearms 
and the frequency of carrying of firearms for purposes of protection.
The concept— the availability of firearms (or access to firearms)— was 
developed out of the need to have some way to talk about two 
qualitatively different dimensions in people's conduct towards guns—  
their decision to have guns present in the household and their decision 
to carry them— and to link them to this study's focus on the effects 
guns may have on people’s sensitivity to risk of criminal victimization. 
The concept, therefore, refers to the immediacy of firearms— how close 
at hand they are and how pertinent or relevant they are to persons at 
risk of victimization.
As previously noted in Chapter 3, Louisiana offers a unique 
opportunity to examine the effects of access to firearms on sensitivity 
to risk of criminal victimization within the contexts of two relatively 
distinct cultural traditions— the typically southern culture of the
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northern parishes and the French-Catholic culture of the southern 
parishes.
Fifty years ago, in their study of ethnic acculturation, Smith and 
Parenton (1938, p. 356) found that the French of south Louisiana had 
successfully resisted assimilation, retaining a homogeneous ethnic and 
cultural identity. The geographic segregation of the French-Catholic 
culture of south Louisiana was later empirically demonstrated by 
Bertrand (1955). More recently, others have reported a strong 
correlation between percent parish population French-Catholic and the 
southern parishes (Allen and Bankston 1981; Clarke 1988).
This study uses an ecological measure of typically southern 
culture developed by Bankston et al. (1990, p. 290):
We infer the relative presence of a "non­
southern," French-Catholic tradition in each 
parish from the ratio of persons of French 
descent to those of English descent.... We feel 
that this measure is more sensitive to between- 
parish variance in cultural heritage.... Each 
parish, of course, is not perfectly homogeneous, 
but the distribution of the variable is such 
that each parish can be classified easily as 
predominately of one or the other ethnic 
heritage.
Wallerstein (1988, p. 7) chides many researchers, who use measures 
of Southern cultural distinctiveness, for their failure to address the 
question— What is meant by southern culture?— as well as for their 
failure to demonstrate that its meaning is useful as an analytic 
construct, that is, whether the indicators used to measure southern 
culture are relevant to the focus of their particular piece of research.
Many researchers object to the singular usage of the terms— South 
or southern— on the grounds that they are misnomers; there are "many 
Souths and southerners.” Kirby <1984, p. 178) writes that to use the 
term South is a "pernicious abstraction...that...generalizes 
fallaciously from the particular, hiding and distorting the rich 
varieties of life." Others agree, noting that a distinguishing 
characteristic of southern life is the emphasis on concreteness, 
particularism, localism, and a sense of place (Roland 1982, p. 12; Rolph 
1990, p. 118). However, all people— southerners, as well as others—  
transform geographic spaces into symbolic places (cf. Richardson 1989). 
In order to understand a place-specific culture, then, we ought to 
observe its members within the context of their place (Geertz 1973, p. 
22; Richardson 1989, p. 150). It is for precisely this reason that 
large-scale analyses of southern culture suffer methodological and 
conceptual shortcomings. Those of us who engage in this type of 
research are, admittedly, greatly distanced from those whom we wish to 
understand. We are rather like the child and adult in Tuan’s <1977, p. 
28) observation:
It is easier for both the child and the adult to 
imagine how a pilot in his airplane sees the 
landscape than how a farmer on the opposite side 
of the hill sees it. We more readily assume a 
God-like position, looking at the earth from 
above, than from the perspective of another 
mortal living on the same level as ourselves.
Having noted the major criticisms of the use of measures of 
southern culture, let me now state that Bankston et al. (1990, p. 290) 
do provide evidence that their measure, at least to their satisfaction,
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sufficiently distinguishes the French-Catholic tradition "from the 
traditions of the rest of the South to reveal discrepancies in ’violent 
orientations.’" They also point out the limitation of their measure in 
regards to the indicators available in their data set (which is the one 
I use). Thus> I recogniHe the same assets and liabilities in my use of 
their measure in this study.
Chapter 5 
Statistical Analysis
This chapter presents the results of the statistical analyses of 
the hypothesized relationships between firearms availability and 
sensitivity to perceived risk of criminal victimization. The percentage 
distributions of the study variables are presented in Table 1 in 
Appendix B. Mean values of fear and perceived risk of criminal 
victimization are found in Table 2 (Appendix B). Table 3 presents the 
zero-order correlations among the independent variables. All regression 
results are presented in Tables A through 53, located in Appendix B. 
Because of the complex nature of the analysis, findings are reported in 
a straight-forward manner, and discussion of the results are reserved 
for the chapter that follows. In consideration of the reader, a summary 
of major findings and their general patterns is provided at the end of 
this chapter.
Hypotheses I through VIII
Hypothesis I; Access to firearms will decrease sensitivity to perceived 
risk of criminal victimization.
To test this hypothesis, offense-specific fear was regressed on 
the respective offense-specific perceived risk of criminal victimization 
and firearms availability for the total sample. The regression results 
are presented in Table 4. Firearms presence is associated with 
decreased sensitivity to risk of only one offense— having something 
taken from you by force (b = -.08, beta = -.04). The carrying of 
firearms is significantly and positively associated with sensitivity to
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risk of having someone break into your home while y o u ’re away (b = .08, 
beta = .06). In order to observe more clearly the patterns of 
differential sensitivity to risk for the categories of firearms 
availability, offense-specific fear was regressed on offense-specific 
perceived risk for the total sample and for four subsamples (respondents 
who reported firearms present in the home, firearms not present, 
firearms carried, and firearms not carried). The intercept (the 
threshold level of fear) is the value of fear when perceived risk is 
minimal (when it is 0). The slope of the regression line (the 
regression coefficient for perceived risk) reflects the rate at which 
fear increases with a rise in the likelihood of perceived risk of 
victimization for each offense. The predicted values of fear at 
different levels of perceived risk of criminal victimization for each of 
the eight offenses are presented in Table 5. The predicted fear values 
show a slight but persistent relationship that firearms availability 
decreases sensitivity to perceived risk of criminal victimization.
An examination of the differences in the predicted values of fear 
(when values of risk are 1 and 2) between those who live in households 
where firearms are present and those who do not reveals that sensitivity 
to risk is lower for respondents who have firearms in their homes for 
half of the eight offenses. These four crimes are: having something
taken from you by force; being threatened with a knife, club, or gun; 
being beaten up by a stranger; and being murdered. A comparison of the 
intercepts and slopes for these four offenses reveals that the reduction 
in sensitivity to risk among those with firearms present in the home is 
largely a consequence of "flatter" slopes (i.e., the rate at which fear
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increases with an increase in perceived risk is lower). The same 
pattern holds with regards to the total sample: the respective slopes
of the four crimes are lower for the firearms present category and 
hicsher for the firearms not present category.
A similar examination of the two categories of those who carry 
firearms and those who do not carry shows a decreased sensitivity to 
risk of victimization among firearms carriers for five of the eight 
offenses. These are: having something taken from you by force; being
threatened with a knife* club* or gun* being beaten up by a stranger; 
having your car stolen; and having someone illegally trespass on your 
property. The respective differences in the intercepts and other 
expected values of fear and in the slopes for each of these five 
offenses reveal that the decrease in sensitivity to risk among those who 
carry is both a matter of differing thresholds of fear (having something 
taken by force) and lower rates of increase in fear (the remaining four 
offenses). A comparison of carriers and noncarriers with the total 
sample i1lustrates that for these five crimes* those who carry are 
predicted to be less sensitive to risk than the total sample whereas 
those who do not carry are predicted to be more sensitive to risk.
The patterns exhibited by respondents who report the presence of 
firearms in the home and respondents who report that they carry for 
protection give at least partial support to the prediction that access 
to firearms decreases sensitivity to perceived risk of criminal 
victimi zat ion.
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Hypothesis II; When control lino for the influence of relevant 
sociocultural and experiential disturbance factors? the availability of 
firearms will decrease sensitivity to perceived risk of criminal 
victimization.
Offense-specific fear of each of the eight offenses was regressed 
on offense-specific perceived risk of victimization? sex? age? rurality? 
southern region? prior victimization? and? respectively? on firearms 
presence? carrying? and both presence and carrying. The regression 
results are presented in Tables 6 through 13. Access to firearms is 
significant for three of the offenses: having someone break into your
home while y o u ’re away (Table 6)? having someone break into your home 
while y o u ’re home (Table 7)? and having someone illegally trespass on 
your property (Table 13).
Both the presence (b = .08? beta = .05) and carrying (b = .11? 
beta = .08) of firearms have significant effects on sensitivity to 
perceived risk of a break-in while away. However? when both variables 
are entered into the equation? only carrying (b = .10? beta = .07) 
remains significant. Moreover? none of the relationships are in the 
predicted direction. Carrying? alone? is significant for sensitivity to 
risk of a break-in while home (b = .09? beta = .05) and illegal 
trespassing (b = .08? beta = .06). The respective partial regression 
coefficients do not change when the effects of firearms presence are 
controlled. For these three offenses? then? the availability of 
firearms is associated with higher levels of sensitivity to perceived 
risk. This is contrary to the hypothesized relationship.
Sociocultural and experiential control variables. The independent 
effects of gender? age? rurality? southern region? and prior 
victimization should be considered before examining the role that access
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to firearms plays in influencing sensitivity to risk of criminal 
victimization for each of these groups.
For each of the eight offenses, there is a significant gender- 
specific difference. Men are less sensitive to perceived risk of 
criminal victimization. With the exception of the offense having your 
car stolen, age is significant. However, the effects of aging on 
sensitivity to risk vary. Aging is associated with increased 
sensitivity to risk of a break-in while away and illegal trespassing, 
whereas it is associated with decreased sensitivity for the remaining 
six crimes. Residence in a rural area is significant only for two 
offenses: break-in while away and break-in while at home. In both
cases, the presence and carrying of firearms is associated with 
decreased sensitivity to risk. Southern regional residence is 
significantly (as well as negatively) associated with sensitivity to 
risk of criminal victimization for all but three offenses: break-in
while away, car stealing, and illegal trespassing. Only with regards to 
illegal trespassing is prior victimization significant— here, the 
relationship is negative.
An alternate method of examining the independent effects of the 
control variables is to focus attention on each of the offenses. It is 
found that for all offenses males are less sensitive to perceived risk 
of criminal victimization than females. Aging is associated with an 
increase in sensitivity to perceived risk for having someone break into 
your home while you’re away, whereas rurality has a negative effect on 
sensitivity. Aging, rurality, and southern regional residence all have 
negative effects on sensitivity to perceived risk of having someone
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break into your home while y o u ’re home. Aging and southern regional 
residence are predicted to decrease sensitivity to perceived risk of the 
following offenses: having something taken from you by force; being
threatened with a knife, gun, or club; being beaten up by a stranger; 
and being murdered. Aging is positively related to increased 
sensitivity to perceived risk of having someone illegally trespass on 
your property, while prior victimization is negatively related to 
perceived risk of this offense.
In summary, the effects of gender on sensitivity to perceived risk 
of criminal victimization are negative for all crimes. However, the 
effects of rurality, southern regional residence, and prior 
victimization are offense-specific in their influence on decreasing 
sensitivity to risk. With the exception of car stealing, aging is 
significantly related to sensitivity to perceived risk. However, the 
direction of its effect is offense-specific.
Hypothesis III: Firearms availability will have a greater effect on
reducing the sensitivity to perceived risk of criminal victimization of 
women than men.
When the effects of gender were controlled for in the previous 
equations above, males were shown to exhibit decreased sensitivity to 
risk of criminal victimization for all eight offenses. The independent 
effects of firearms presence and carrying were then found to be offense- 
specific. In order to more closely examine the influence that access to 
firearms has on women and men, in terms of their sensitivity to 
perceived risk, the sample was divided into female and male subsamples. 
Three separate regression equations were then run for each of the eight 
offenses for both females and males. Offense-specific fear was
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regressed on offense-specific perceived risk of victimization, age, 
rurality, southern region, prior victimization, and, respectively, on 
the presence of firearms, the carrying of firearms, and both the 
presence and carrying of firearms. Access to firearms is significant 
for four of the eight offenses: having someone break into your home
while you're away, having someone break into your home while you're 
home, having your car stolen, and having someone illegally trespass on 
your property. The regression results are presented in Tables 1<* 
through 17.
The only crime for which the presence of firearms in the home is 
significant for sensitivity to risk is having your car stolen (Table 
1A). Firearms presence becomes significant only when the independent 
effects of carrying are controlled for and is significant only for the 
male sample (b = -.13, beta = -.07). The relationship between the 
presence of firearms in the home and sensitivity to risk of car stealing 
is in the hypothesized direction. Males who live in households where a 
firearm is present are less sensitive to the risk of having their car 
stolen than are males living in homes where no firearms are present.
The model is significant and explains 19.4’/. of the variance in fear of 
this crime.
For both women and men, the carrying of firearms is a significant 
predictor of sensitivity to risk of three offenses: having someone
break into your home while you're away, having someone break into your 
home while you’re home, and having someone illegally trespass on your 
property. The net effects of carrying on sensitivity to risk of having 
a break-in while y o u ’re away (Table 15) are the same for both women and
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men (b = .11, beta = .08). The net effects of carrying, however, are 
not as hypothesized. Men and women who carry firearms are more 
sensitive to the perceived risk of this type of break-in occurring than 
are those who do not carry. The amount of variance in fear of this 
crime, explained by the independent variables, is 16.9’/. for females and 
£4.3'/. for males. When the presence of firearms in the home is entered 
into the equation, carrying remains significant for both women and men. 
While the household presence of firearms no longer affects sensitivity 
to the likelihood of a break-in occurring while women and men are away 
from home, carrying does continues to be associated with increased 
sensitivity to the perceived risk of this crime. The respective 
unstandardized and standardized regression coefficients and the 
coefficients of determination remain substantially unchanged.
The effect of carrying of firearms on sensitivity to perceived 
risk of having someone break into your home while y o u ’re home (Table 16) 
is significant only for males (b = .11, beta = .07). The relationship 
between carrying and sensitivity to risk is not in the hypothesized 
direction. Men who carry firearms are more sensitive to the perceived 
risk of this crime than are men who do not carry firearms. The model 
explains 14.V/. of the variance in m e n ’s fear of having someone break 
into their homes while they are present. Carrying remains significant 
for men (b = .13, beta = .08) when the presence of firearms in the home 
is entered into the equation. Again, while household presence of 
firearms has no effect on m e n ’s sensitivity to risk of being burglarized 
while they are at home, carrying is associated with an increase in 
sensitivity to the likelihood of this crime occurring.
The carrying of firearms is significant only for women’s (b = .11, 
beta = .08) sensitivity to perceived risk of having someone illegally 
trespass on their property (Table 17). The net effect of carrying is 
positively associated with sensitivity to risk, contrary to the 
hypothesized relationship. That is, women who carry guns are more 
sensitive to their perceived risk of having someone illegally trespass 
on their property than are women who d o n ’t carry firearms. While the 
model is effective, it explains only 13.3'/, of the variance in women’s 
fear of this crime. When the effect of the presence of firearms in the 
household is controlled for, the regression coefficients for the 
carrying of firearms remain the same. Whereas carrying is associated 
with increased sensitivity to risk of illegal trespassing, the presence 
of firearms in the home has no effect on women’s sensitivity to risk of 
this crime.
Hypothesis IV: The influence of access to firearms on perceived risk of
criminal victimization will have a oreater effect on reducing 
sensitivity to risk of older individuals than younger individuals.
In order to examine the influence of firearms availability on 
women and men within each of the two age cohorts <15-54 years of age and 
those 55 years and older), offense-specific fear (for each gender-age 
category) was regressed on offense-specific perceived risk of 
victimization, rurality, southern region, prior victimization, and, 
respectively, on presence, carrying, and both presence and carrying of 
firearms. Tables 18 through El present the regression results for those 
crimes for which access to firearms is significant: having someone
break into your home while y o u ’re away, having someone break into your
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home while yo u ’re home? having your car stolen, and having someone 
illegally trespass on your property.
For the offense having someone break into your home while y o u ’re 
away (Table 18), access to firearms significantly influences sensitivity 
to perceived risk of both women and men. The influence of the presence 
of firearms is associated with increased sensitivity to risk for younger 
males (b = .1^, beta = .08) only, with the model explaining 19.6'/. of the 
variance in fear; whereas the carrying of firearms significantly 
influences sensitivity to risk for both females and males in the younger 
age cohorts. While carrying has no effect on the sensitivity to risk of 
older men and women, it is significantly and positively associated with 
an increase in sensitivity to perceived risk of this crime for both 
younger women (b = .18, beta = .09) and younger men <b = .11, beta = 
.09). The independent variables explain 16.1% of the variance in fear 
of this crime for younger women and 19.6% of the variance in the fear of 
younger men. When the presence and carrying of firearms are both 
entered into the respective models, their effects vary for younger women 
and men. The presence of firearms in the home no longer significantly 
affects the sensitivity to risk of younger men; and the effect of 
carrying now remains significant (and positive) only for younger women 
(b = .18, beta = .Ob).
As the regression results for fear of having someone break into 
your home while yo u ’re home indicate (Table 19), access to firearms is 
significantly related to sensitivity to risk only in terms of the 
carrying of firearms. This is comparable to the positive finding for 
the pooled sample. Moreover, carrying is significant only for males (as
62
was the case when solely gender differences were being examined). 
However, the carrying of firearms is significant only for younger males 
(b = .16, beta = .10) and has no effect on the sensitivity to risk of 
older males. Younger men who carry guns for protection are more 
sensitive to the perceived likelihood of having someone break into their 
homes while they are present than are younger men who do not carry guns. 
The model explains 14.0% of the variance in fear of this crime. When 
household presence of firearms in introduced into the model, it has no 
effect on younger males’ sensitivity to risk, whereas the carrying of 
firearms is associated with a slight increase in younger men's 
sensitivity to the likelihood of occurrence of someone breaking into 
their homes while they are present (b = .18, beta = .11).
The influence of the availability of firearms is significant in 
terms of the effect of the presence of firearms in the households of 
older men (b = -.29, beta = -.16) on their sensitivity to perceived risk 
of having their cars stolen (Table 20). Prior examination of gender 
differences for this offense had indicated that this variable was 
similarly significant only for males (and only when the effects of 
carrying were controlled). While the present finding offers but partial 
support (gender/age-specific) for the hypothesized relationship between 
access to firearms and sensitivity to risk of car stealing, it clearly 
demonstrates that the presence of firearms in the homes of older men 
substantially reduces their sensitivity to risk of criminal 
victimization, whereas presence has no effect on the sensitivity of 
younger men to this crime. The model explains 24.9% of the variance in 
fear of this offense. When the effect of carrying is controlled for,
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the household presence of firearms results in a slightly greater 
reduction of sensitivity to risk among older males <b = -.32, beta = - 
.17).
Access to firearms is significant in terms of its effect on 
sensitivity to risk of having someone illegally trespass on your 
property <Table 21). However, the effects of access (in regards to 
presence and carrying) are split across gender-age lines and produce 
divergent findings. The presence of firearms is significant only for 
older men (b = -.27, beta = -.17), whereas carrying is significant only 
for younger women (b = .14, beta = .10). The positive relationship 
between carrying and w o m e n ’s sensitivity to risk of illegal trespassing 
was evidenced in the earlier analyses of gender differences. At least 
in terms of older men, the hypothesized relationship between the 
presence of guns in the home and sensitivity to risk cannot be rejected. 
Firearms presence has no effect on younger m e n ’s sensitivity to risk, 
while it is associated with a substantial reduction in the sensitivity 
to risk for illegal trespassing among older men. When carrying is 
entered into the model (with no effect), sensitivity among older males 
(b = -.31, beta = -.20) is further reduced. For women, the significance 
of access is limited to the carrying of firearms, and the results of the 
regression analyses lead to a rejection of the hypothesis. Younger 
women who carry are more sensitive to their perceived risk of illegal 
trespassing <b = .14, beta = .10) than are younger women who d o n ’t 
carry. When the presence of firearms is introduced into the equation, 
the effects of carrying remain substantively the same for younger women 
(b = .12, beta = .09).
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Hypothesis V; Firearms availability will have a greater effect on 
reducirto the sensitivity to perceived risk of criminal victimization of 
urban persons than rural persons.
Let us recall that for the pooled sample, rural residence was 
significantly (as well as negatively) associated with a decrease in 
sensitivity to perceived risk only for two offenses: having someone
break into your home while you're away and having someone break into 
your home while you’re homes. To test the current hypothesis, the 
sample was subdivided into four groups: rural women, rural men, urban
women, and urban men. When CROSSTABS (SPSSx) were run on the 
distribution of firearms within each of these subsamples, it was 
revealed that only 10 of the 211 rural males reported having no firearms 
present in their households. This low cell number precluded any 
meaningful analysis of the relationship between firearms presence and 
sensitivity to risk. Therefore, analysis is limited solely to the 
carrying variable (except to control for the effects of presence). Fear 
of each of the eight offenses (for each of the four cohorts) was 
regressed on perceived risk of criminal victimization, age, southern 
regional residence, prior victim experience, and, respectively, on the 
carrying of firearms, and both the carrying and presence of firearms.
The regression results when carrying is significant are presented in 
Tables 22, 23, and 24.
The effects of carrying on sensitivity to perceived risk of 
criminal victimization vary by gender, rurality, and offense. Carrying 
(Table 22) is significantly and positively associated with an increase 
in perceived risk of having someone break into your home while yo u ’re 
away for both rural women (b = .20, beta = .14) and rural men (b = .13,
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beta = .10). Prior analysis of the pooled sample had demonstrated that 
both gender and rurality were negatively associated with a decrease in 
sensitivity? while carrying was associated with an increase in 
sensitivity to risk of this crime. This positive relationship between 
carrying and women and m e n ’s sensitivity was supported when females and 
males were analyzed separately. The coefficients of determination for 
the rural women and rural m e n ’s models are .178 and .207? respectively. 
When firearms presence is introduced (with no effect)? carrying remains 
significant for both the rural females <b = .19? beta = .19) and rural
males (b = .19? beta = .11).
Carrying of firearms for protection is significantly and 
positively related to urban m e n ’s (b = .20? beta = .11) sensitivity to 
perceived risk of being murdered (Table 23)? whereas it has no effect on 
the sensitivity of rural men. The model explains 18.7*/. of the variance
in fear of this crime. When firearms presence is controlled for?
carrying remains significant for urban men? and there is a slight 
increase in their sensitivity to risk of being murdered (b = .23? beta = 
.13).
While carrying is significant for rural women for the crime of 
illegal trespassing (Table 29)? its effect is associated with an 
increased sensitivity to perceived risk for this offense (b = .13? beta 
= .09). The coefficient of determination for the model is .136.
However? when the effect of firearms presence is controlled for? 
carrying no longer remains significant.
The results of these analyses indicate that while carrying is 
related to sensitivity to perceived risk of criminal victimization? the
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relationship is offense-specific: having someone break into your home
while you're away, being murdered, and having someone illegally trespass 
on your property. Moreover, the effects of carrying are positive. In 
no case does the influence of firearms carrying reduce the sensitivity 
to perceived risk of criminal victimization among any of the four 
gender-rural cohorts. The findings, therefore, lead to a rejection of 
the hypothesized relationships.
Hypothesis VI: Firearms availability will have a oreater effect on
reducino the sensitivity to perceived risk of criminal victimization of 
atypicallv southern persons than typically southern persons.
To test this hypothesis, the sample was divided into four 
subsamples: typically southern females and males, and atypically
southern females and males. For each group, fear of each of the eight 
offenses was regressed on perceived risk, age, rurality, prior 
victimization and, respectively, on presence, carrying, and both 
presence and carrying. Recall that, in the earlier analysis of the 
pooled sample, typically southern regional residence was significantly 
and negatively associated with all but three of the eight offenses: 
having someone break into your home while you’re away, having your car 
stolen, and having someone illegally trespass on your property. In the 
current analysis, the effect of firearms availability varies by region 
of residence and gender and is significant for all but two of the eight 
crimes: having something taken from you by force, and being threatened
with a knife, club, or gun. The regression results are presented in 
Tables 25 through 30.
The findings in Table 25 demonstrate that the presence of firearms 
is associated with increased sensitivity to risk of a break-in while
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away for atypically southern males <b = .19, beta = .11). The model 
explains SO.37. of the variance in fear. Controlling for carrying 
reduces slightly the effect of presence (b = .16, beta = .09), although 
it remains significant. The independent effects of carrying are also 
significant for this offense. Again, the relationship is positive. 
However, in this case, carrying is associated with the increased
sensitivity to risk of southerners. For both typically southern women
(b = .IE, beta = .09) and men (b = .13, beta = .09), the effects of 
carrying firearms on sensitivity to perceived risk of this offense is 
positive. The coefficients of determination for the two models are .ESI 
and .307 for southern women and southern men, respectively. When 
presence is entered into the equation, carrying remains significant, 
although the unstandardized and standardized regression coefficients do 
not change for southern women, while they only negligibly increase for 
southern men (b = .l<t, beta = .10).
For the offense having someone break into your home while you’re 
home (Table E6), access to firearms is significant only in terms of the
carrying of firearms. Carrying is associated with the increased
sensitivity to risk of atypically southern females (b = .16, beta = .09) 
and typically southern males (b = .17, beta = .11). The amount of 
variance explained in both models is low (10.57. for nonsouthern women 
and IE.87. for southern men). When the effects of firearms presence are 
controlled for, however, carrying no longer remains significant for 
nonsouthern women, while its effect increases slightly for southern men 
(b = .19, beta = .IE).
6B
For two of the offenses? being beaten up by a stranger (Table E7) 
and being murdered (Table 28)? access to firearms is significant only 
for women carriers. Nonsouthern women who carry are more sensitive to 
their perceived risk of being beaten up by a stranger (b = .16? beta = 
.08? R 2 = .127) and being murdered (b = .20? beta = .10? R 2 = .160) than 
are nonsouthern women who do not carry. The introduction of firearms 
presence into the two equations does not change the respective 
regression coefficients for carrying. Carrying also significantly 
influences the sensitivity to risk of being murdered of southern women. 
However? in this case the relationship is negative. Typically southern 
women who carry are less sensitive (b = -.16? beta = -.08? R 2 = .170) to 
perceived risk of being murdered than are southern women who d o n ’t 
carry. But when the effects of the presence of firearms are controlled 
for? carrying no longer remains significant.
The findings reported in Table 29 indicate that the effects of 
access to firearms on sensitivity to risk of having your car stolen are 
gender-specific. They are significant for males only. The presence of 
firearms is associated with a substantial reduction in sensitivity to 
risk of nonsouthern men <b = -.24? beta = -.13? R 2 = .160). In this one 
case? then? the relationship between access and sensitivity to risk is 
in the hypothesized direction. When carrying is entered into the 
equation? there is a slight decrease in the negative effect of presence 
(b = -.22? beta = -.12) on sensitivity to risk of this offense. The 
independent effect of carrying is significant only for southern males 
and is positive (b = .14? beta = .08? R 2 = .262). Controlling for the
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effect of firearms presence does not substantially change the respective 
regression coefficients (b = .15, beta = .10).
The regression results for fear of having someone illegally 
trespass on your property (shown in Table 30) indicate that the 
influence of firearms carrying on sensitivity to risk is significant and 
positive for typically southern women (b = .16, beta = .11). The model 
explains 22.0'/. of the variance in fear. When the presence of firearms 
is controlled for, the effect of carrying is reduced slightly (b = .14, 
beta = .10). Access to firearms in terms of presence is significant 
only for southern men and only when controlling for the effect of 
carrying (b = -.18, beta = -.11). Southern men who have firearms 
present in their homes are less sensitive to perceived risk of illegal 
trespassing than are southern men with no firearms present. The 
coefficient of determination for this model is .211.
With only one exception, the findings above lead to a rejection of 
the hypothesized relationship that access to firearms will have a 
greater effect on reducing the sensitivity to risk of atypical 
southerners. The sole exception is for the crime of car stealing for 
the male subsample.
Hypothesis VII; The influence of firearms availability on perceived 
risk of criminal victimization will have a greater effect on reducing 
sensitivity to risk of victimized individuals than nonvictimized 
individuals.
The sample was divided into four subsamples: victimized females,
victimized males, nonvictimized females, and nonvictimized males. For 
each group, fear of each of the eight offenses was regressed on 
perceived risk, age, rurality, southern regional residency, and,
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respectively? on firearms presence? carrying? and both presence and 
carrying. Access to firearms is significant for five of the eight 
offenses: break-in while away? break-in while home? having something
taken by force? car stealing? and illegal trespassing. The regression 
results for fear of these five offenses are presented in Tables 31 
through 35.
For the crime having someone break into your home while you're 
away (Table 31) the influence of firearms presence on sensitivity to 
perceived risk is significant only for victimized men? but it is not in 
the hypothesized direction (b = .17? beta = .10). The model explains 
17.87. of the variance in fear. Carrying is also associated with 
increased sensitivity to risk of victimized men (b = .16? beta = .13? R 2 
= . 1 )  as well as nonvictimized women (b = .13? beta = .09? R 2 = .146). 
However? when both presence and carrying of firearms are entered into 
the equations? the effect of carrying no longer remains significant for 
nonvictimized females? and the effect of presence no longer remains 
significant for victimized males. For men who have been previously 
victimized? the influence of carrying on sensitivity to risk is reduced? 
although it remains positive (b = .13? beta = .10).
The net effects of carrying on sensitivity to perceived risk of 
criminal victimization for having someone break into your home while 
you're home (Table 32) are significant and positive for both victimized 
women (b = .17? beta = .10? R 2 = .129) and victimized men (b = .15? beta 
= .10? R 2 = .120). When firearms presence is introduced into the 
respective models? there is an increase in the association between 
carrying of firearms and sensitivity to risk for victimized females (b =
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.18, beta = .11) and victimized males (b = .18, beta = .18). Again, 
contrary to what was hypothesized, the influence of firearms carrying 
increases sensitivity to perceived risk of criminal victimization for 
this offense for women and men who have been victimized.
For the offense having something taken from you by force (Table 
33), access to firearms is significant only in terms of the carrying of 
firearms, and its effect is limited to victimized women. Among 
victimized women, those women who carry firearms are considerably more 
sensitive tD their perceived risk of criminal victimization for this 
crime (b = .88, beta = .17) than are victimized women who do not carry 
(although the model only explains 10.0% of the variance). When the 
presence of firearms is controlled for in the model, the effect of 
carrying increases very slightly (b = .89, beta = .18) among women who 
have been previously victimized.
Access to firearms significantly influences sensitivity to risk of 
having your car stolen (Table 34), but its influence is limited to males 
only. Interestingly, the presence of firearms affects sensitivity of 
nonvictimized males, whereas the carrying of firearms affects 
sensitivity of victimized males. And the effects are in opposite 
directions. Nonvictimized men who have firearms present in their homes 
are less sensitive (b = -.18, beta = -.09) to perceived risk of 
victimization for this offense than are nonvictimized males with no 
v firearms present. The R 2 for the model is .875. When carrying is
introduced into the model, however, the presence of firearms no longer 
remains significant. Among victimized males, carrying is associated 
with an increase in sensitivity to risk (b = .14, beta = .10, R 2 =
7E
.090); and when the effect of firearms presence is controlled for, the 
effect of carrying on sensitivity to perceived risk increases slightly 
(b = .17, beta = .IE).
For victimized females, the carrying of firearms is associated 
with increased (b = .16, beta = .11, R 2 = .107) sensitivity to perceived 
risk of having someone illegally trespass on your property (Table 35). 
When the effect of firearms presence is controlled for in the model, 
there is a slight reduction in the influence of carrying, although the 
relationship remains positive for victimized women (b = .14, beta =
.10). Both presence and carrying are significant for victimized males, 
but only when both variables are in the model together. Their effects 
are in opposite directions: presence is reflected in decreased
sensitivity to risk of illegal trespassing <b = -.19, beta = -.13), 
whereas carrying is reflected in increased sensitivity to risk among 
previously victimized men (b = .14, beta = .13). The coefficient of 
determination for the model is .114.
The findings presented above lead to a rejection of the hypothesis 
that the influence of firearms availability on perceived risk of 
criminal victimization will have a greater effect on reducing 
sensitivity to risk of victimized individuals than nonvictimized 
individuals.
Hypothesis VIII: Interactions between firearms availability and
perceived risk of criminal victimization will amplify the effects of 
situational access to firearms on decreasing sensitivity to r i s k .
To test this last hypothesis, interactions between presence and/or 
carrying and perceived risk of each of the eight offenses were examined 
within each of the sociocultural and experiential contexts (age,
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rurality, southern regional residence, and prior victimization, 
controlling for gender). The regression results will be discussed 
below.
Older and younger women and m e n . In Tables 36 through AO are 
presented the regression results for fear of the five offenses for which 
the Interaction Term is significant for the gender-age cohorts: having
something taken from you by force (Table 36); being threatened with a 
knife, gun, or club (Table 37); being beaten up by a stranger (Table 
38); having your car stolen (Table 39); and having someone illegally 
trespass on your property (Table AO).
The interaction between the presence of firearms and perceived 
risk of criminal victimization is significant for four of the offenses 
and is limited to the older male cohort. Among these older men, the 
effect of the Interaction Term is reflected in substantial reductions in 
sensitivity to risk of: having something taken by force (b = -.36, beta
= -.25, R 2 = .267); being threatened with a weapon (b = -.52, beta = - 
.37, R 2 = .311); being beaten up (b = -.58, beta = -.36, R 2 = .2A9); and 
car stealing (b = -.50, beta = -.AO, R 2 = .276).
The interaction effect between the carrying of firearms and 
perceived risk of criminal victimization is also significant for two 
offenses: being threatened with a weapon (Table 37) and illegal
trespassing (Table AO). The Interaction Term is associated with 
decreased sensitivity to risk of being threatened with a weapon, but 
only for older women (b = -.53, beta = -.21, R 2 = .238). On the other 
hand, the effect of the interaction between carrying and perceived risk
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of this offense is related to an increase in sensitivity to risk among 
younger males (b = .15, beta = .16, R 2 = .160).
With one exception (the crime of illegal trespassing) these 
findings support the hypothesized relationship. That is, the influence 
of the interaction between firearms availability and perceived risk of 
criminal victimization has a greater effect on reducing sensitivity of 
older persons than younger persons.
Rural and urban women and m e n . The interaction between firearms 
carrying and perceived risk of victimization is significant for 
sensitivity to risk of only three of the eight offenses: having someone
break into your home while you’re away (Table 41); being threatened with 
a knife, club, or gun (Table 42); and having someone illegally trespass 
on your property (Table 43).
For all three offenses the significance of the Interaction Term is 
limited to rural persons, and it has opposite effects on sensitivity to 
perceived risk for rural women and men. For rural women, the influence 
of the Interaction Term is reflected in decreased sensitivity to risk (b 
= -.27, beta = -.15, R 2 = .150) of being threatened with a knife, club, 
or gun (Table 42). However, for rural men, the effect of the 
Interaction Term is associated with increased sensitivity to risk of 
having someone break into your home while y o u ’re away tb = .23, beta = 
.21, R 2 = .219 (Table 41)3 and having someone illegally trespass on your 
property Cb = .20, beta = .24, R 2 (Table 43)]. In all three cases, 
then, the findings lead to a rejection of the hypothesized relationship 
between the Interaction Term and sensitivity to risk of criminal 
victimization. That is, the interaction between firearms carrying and
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perceived risk does not have a greater effect on reducing the 
sensitivity to perceived risk of criminal victimization of urban persons 
than rural persons.
TypicalIv/atvoicallv southern women and m e n . The interaction 
between access to firearms and perceived risk of victimization is 
significant for five of the eight offenses: having something taken from
you by force (Table **4); being threatened with a knife, club, or gun 
(Table 45); being beaten up by a stranger (Table 46); having your car 
stolen (Table 47); and having someone illegally trespass on your 
property (Table 4B).
The significance of the interaction between carrying of firearms 
and perceived risk is limited to atypically southern women, and the 
effect of the Interaction Term is in the hypothesized direction. Among 
nonsouthern women, the influence of the carrying-perceived risk 
interaction is reflected in decreased sensitivity to risk of being 
threatened with a weapon <b = -.37, beta = -.20, R 2 = .127) and being 
beaten up (b = -.33, beta = -.13, R 2 = .137).
The significant effect of the interaction between presence of 
firearms and perceived risk varies by gender and region of residence.
For nonsouthern men, the influence of the Interaction Term is associated 
with decreased sensitivity to risk of two offenses: being threatened
with a weapon (b = -.45, beta = -.33, R 2 = .178) and having your car 
stolen (b = -.27, beta = -.22, R 2 = .168). These findings, therefore, 
offer partial support for the hypothesized relationship that the effect 
of the interaction between presence and perceived risk will be reflected 
in a greater reduction in sensitivity to risk for nonsouthern than
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southern males. However, contrary to these findings, the effect of the 
Interaction Term is limited to the southern cohorts for two offenses: 
having something taken from you by force (Table 44) and illegal 
trespassing (Table 48). For southern men, the presence-perceived risk 
interaction is associated with decreased sensitivity to risk of having 
something taken by force (b = -.40, beta = -.89, R 2 = .183), whereas the 
effect of the Interaction Term for illegal trespassing is reflected in 
increased sensitivity to perceived risk (b = .86, beta = .38, R 2 =
.816). For the latter offense, the influence of the Interaction Term 
for southern women is also positive <b = .81, beta = .81, R 2 = .880).
Victimized and nonvictimized women and men. The interaction 
between firearms availability and perceived risk of criminal 
victimization is significant for five of the eight offenses: being
threatened with a knife, club, or gun (Table 49); being beaten up by a 
stranger (Table 50); being murdered (Table 51); having your car stolen 
(Table 58); and having someone illegally trespass on your property 
(Table 53).
The regression results indicate partial support for the 
hypothesized relationship between the Interaction Term and reduction in 
sensitivity to risk for the victimized cohorts. Among victimized males, 
the influence of the presence-perceived risk interaction is reflected in 
decreased sensitivity to risk for three offenses: being threatened with
a weapon <b = -.57, beta = -.45, R 2 = .191); being beaten up (b = -.60, 
beta = -.41, R 2 = .153); and being murdered (b = -.53, beta = -.88, R 2 = 
.133). Among victimized women, the effect of the carrying-perceived
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risk interaction is associated with decreased sensitivity to risk of 
being beaten up by a stranger (b = -.31, beta = -.14, R 2 = .097).
However, there are also contradictory findings. For the offense 
having your car stolen, the Interaction Term (firearms presence- 
perceived Risk) is significant and positively associated with 
sensitivity to risk of nonvictimized females (b = .27, beta = .20, R 2 = 
.118), whereas it has no effect for victimized women. Additionally, for 
the offense having someone illegally trespass on your property, the 
influence of the interaction between carrying and perceived risk is 
reflected in increased sensitivity to risk for victimized males.
Summation of the Findings
It was hypothesized that the availability of firearms would be 
associated with a reduction in sensitivity to perceived risk of criminal 
victimization. This association, it was argued, is crucial to the 
explication of the connection between fear of crime and the defensive 
use of firearms. Additional hypotheses were generated to specify the 
nature of the relationship within various sociocultural and experiential 
contexts (gender, age, rurality, southern region, and prior 
victimization).
The findings presented above offer at least partial support for 
the initial hypothesis. The overall pattern, without regard to context, 
does suggest that for some types of offenses, access to firearms reduces 
sensitivity to risk of victimization. Thus, there is a reduction in 
fear of crime produced by the availability of such weapons. However, 
examination of the effects of situational access to firearms on 
sensitivity to risk yields results that indicate that this pattern is
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quite unstable. Surveying the results of the analyses collectively 
reveals that the influence of access to firearms varies considerably 
both across offense types and when we examine the influence of gender, 
age, rural/urban residence, southern/nonsouthern residence, and 
victimization experience. Nevertheless, there are general patterns that 
can be observed in the relationship between firearms availability and 
sensitivity to perceived risk of criminal victimization for the eight 
offenses:
The sensitivity parameters for offense-specific perceived 
risk of criminal victimization indicate that household 
presence of firearms is associated with decreased 
sensitivity to risk of having something taken by force, 
being threatened with a weapon, being beaten up by a 
stranger, and being murdered. These findings offer partial 
support for the hypothesized negative relationship between 
firearms access and sensitivity to risk.
The sensitivity parameters for offense-specific perceived 
risk of criminal victimization indicate that carrying of 
firearms is associated with decreased sensitivity to risk of 
having something taken by force, being threatened with a 
weapon, being beaten up by a stranger, having your car 
stolen, and having someone illegally trespass on your 
property. These findings, again, offer partial support for 
the hypothesized negative relationship between firearms 
access and sensitivity to risk.
When we control for the effects of all disturbance terms, we 
find that carrying is associated with increased sensitivity 
to risk of burglary (home), burglary (away), and 
trespassing. This is contrary to the hypothesized negative 
relationship between firearms access and sensitivity to 
r isk.
When we examine gendei— differences in the effects of 
firearms availability on sensitivity to risk, we find that 
carrying is associated with women's increased sensitivity to 
risk of burglary (away) and illegal trespassing and with 
m e n ’s increased sensitivity to risk of burglary (home) and 
burglary (away). These findings are contrary to the 
predicted relationship that firearms availability would have 
a greater effect on reducing women’s sensitivity to risk 
than m e n ’s.
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5. Contrary to the hypothesized negative relationship, the
general effect of household presence of firearms on women’s 
sensitivity to risk is insignificant across offenses and 
across contexts.
6. The general effect of household presence of firearms on
m e n ’s sensitivity to risk is in the predicted negative 
direction— its influence is associated with m e n ’s decreased 
sensitivity to risk.
7. For both women and men, the general influence of carrying of
firearms is associated with increased sensitivity to risk of
criminal victimization. Again, this is contrary to the 
predicted negative relationship between access to firearms 
and sensitivity to risk as well as to the predicted 
relationship that firearms availability would have a greater 
effect on reducing women’s sensitivity than m e n ’s.
B. The influence of household presence of firearms is
associated with decreased sensitivity to risk of 
victimization for older men for five of the eight offenses: 
having your car stolen, illegal trespassing, being beaten up 
by a stranger, having something taken by force, and being 
threatened by a weapon. These findings offer partial 
support for the hypothesis that access to firearms would 
have a greater effect on reducing sensitivity to risk of 
older persons than younger persons.
9. It was hypothesized that access to firearms would have a
greater effect on reducing sensitivity to risk of atypical 
southerners than typical southerners and have a greater 
effect on reducing sensitivity to risk of victimized than 
nonvictimized persons. Contrary to these predictions, we
find that, whereas access has no effect on nonsouthern males
sensitivity to risk, for both southern males and victimized 
males, the carrying of firearms is significantly associated 
with increased sensitivity to risk of burglary (away), 
burglary (home), and car stealing.
10. For young women, rural women, and typically southern women, 
the carrying of firearms is significantly associated with 
increased sensitivity to risk of burglary (away) and illegal 
trespassing. While it was hypothesized that firearms access 
would have a greater effect on reducing the sensitivity of 
older women than younger women, the findings indicate that 
access— presence and carrying— has no effect on older 
women’s sensitivity to risk for these two offenses, whereas 
carrying is associated with increased sensitivity to risk of 
younger women for these two offenses. Additionally, it was 
predicted that access to firearms would have a greater 
effect on reducing urban and atypically southern women’s 
sensitivity to risk. Again, the findings indicate that for
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these two categories of women* the effect of access on 
sensitivity to risk is insignificant for these two offenses. 
Instead we find that carrying is associated with increased 
sensitivity to risk for rural and southern women for 
burglary (away) and illegal trespassing.
There are numerous implications for interpreting the relationship 
between firearms and the fear of crime in these findings: specifying
the nature of this relationship has been the general motivation for the 
research conducted here. We will now turn to a discussion of these
implications.
Chapter 6
Discussion and Implications of the Findings
In their review of the literature on the fear-gun connection, 
Wright et al. <1983, p. 101) concluded "there is no credible study 
anywhere in the literature that shows, clearly and unmistakably, a fear 
and loathing effect in the weapons trend." The authors then challenged 
us to confront one, of two, possible explanations for our failure to 
find the connection: (1) there is no relationship between fear of crime
and gun ownership, or (£> the relationship does exist, but it is so 
subtle that we have not yet been able to detect it. The findings of 
this study support the latter explanation— the relationship does exist—  
and there is no doubt that it is neither direct nor stable.
In contrast to most prior research, this study, fortuitously, had 
available measures of both the presence and carrying of firearms. This 
gives us the opportunity to contrast the findings of this research with 
those studies limited to the use of one or the other measure of access 
to firearms. And it will become apparent, as the findings are 
discussed, that the two measures— presence and carrying— yield results 
that are occasionally similar, but most often are inconsistent and even 
contradictory.
Additionally, it was argued that prior research has failed to make 
the fear-gun connection partially because of the inability to specify 
the intervening influence of sensitivity to risk. The sensitivity 
factor and perhaps various other influences on the fear-gun relationship 
may best be described as a maze of cross currents that might well cancel
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each other out when examining the simple association of fear and guns, 
no matter how researchers control for disturbance terms or how much 
methodological wizardry is applied.
For example, when we examine the relationship between offense- 
specific fear and perceived risk of victimization for those who have 
access to guns and those who do not, the first pattern we find is an 
almost even split. Access to a firearm is associated with increased 
fear of half of the offenses and with decreased fear of the other half. 
So, as others have pointed out, if researchers do not specify an 
offense, we can not possibly infer what a subject is thinking about when 
she or he responds to questions designed to measure fear (Garofalo 1979; 
LaGrange and Ferraro 1989; Warr 1984, 1987; Warr and Stafford 1983). 
Since the majority of the works examining the fear-gun connection have 
used either indices or global measures of fear of victimization, it is 
not surprising that they found virtually no association between the two 
variables.
Some types of victimization are no doubt perceived by individuals 
who have access to a firearm as more preventable by that weapon than 
other forms of victimization. The findings in this study indicate that 
persons who have guns in their homes are less sensitive to perceived 
risk of having something taken from them by force, being threatened with 
a weapon, being beaten up by a stranger, and being murdered. Those who 
carry firearms for protection are less sensitive to perceived risk of 
having something taken from them by force, being threatened with a 
weapon, being beaten up by a stranger, having their car stolen, and 
having someone illegally trespass on their property. For these
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offenses, then, it is likely that having a gun at hand, and carrying 
one, evidently are seen as effective deterrents to victimization 
(compare Benson 1984; Bordua 1986). It might be noted that this 
perception is not altogether inconsistent with what is already known 
from the research literature— guns do in fact deter a lot of crime 
(Kleck 1988; Kleck and Bordua 1984; Wright 1984).
When the effects of the disturbance terms were controlled, we 
found that household presence of firearms has no effect on sensitivity 
to risk of criminal victimization for any offense. However, the 
influence of carrying of firearms is associated with increased 
sensitivity to risk of three offenses: burglary (away), burglary
(home), and illegal trespassing. And when we examined gender 
differences in sensitivity to perceived risk, we found, again, that 
carrying is associated with women’s increased sensitivity to risk of 
burglary (away) and illegal trespassing and that carrying is associated 
with m e n ’s increased sensitivity to burglary (away) and burglary (home). 
These offenses— burglary (away and home) and illegal trespassing— are 
usually conceptualized as property offenses. Of all of the eight 
offenses used in this study, these three (and possibly car stealing) are 
probably the least deterrable by the household presence of a firearm, 
because they d o n ’t necessitate a direct confrontation between victim and 
perpetrator, in contrast to the other violent crimes. The deterrent 
value of a weapon lies in the hand of the victim that is holding it, not 
in the weapon itself. It is obvious that if trespassing occurs or a 
home is burglarized while its occupants are away, the presence of guns 
in the home will have no effect on either deterring or thwarting the
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completion of the offenses. If, on the other hand) trespassing occurs 
and the home is burglarized while occupants are home5 defensive firearms 
usage is the result of a decision-making process that can not be 
measured by an indicator of household presence. Moreover) Lavrakas
(1981) p. 83) argues that "crime-related experiences and 
perceptions...should by no means be viewed as the primary determinants 
of household-based protective measures." He finds that the greater 
efficacy attributed to one or more protective measures) for example) 
firearms) over others is directly related to the use of these measures. 
Thus) we might conclude that) whereas household presence of guns may not 
influence sensitivity to risk of criminal victimization) the use of the 
gun— the carrying of a firearm for purposes of protection— speaks 
directly to its perceived efficacy as a defensive measure.
Why then is the carrying of the gun persistently associated with 
increased sensitivity for these three offenses? One concept that has 
appeared in the fear of criminal victimization literature may offer some 
sensitizing clues to the interpretation of these findings. The concept 
"locus of control" has been used to describe the extent to which 
individuals perceive themselves to be in control of their environments 
C(Lawton) Nahemow, Yaffe, and Feldman 1976) cited in Yin 1985). While 
power-control theorists argue that differential socialization processes 
result in women’s feelings of dependency and passivity) relative to men,
much of the literature on fear of crime emphasizes that the home is
perceived by women to be a safe haven from threats by, at least,
anonymous men. For both men and women the private sphere of the home is
a place where they are masters of their environment [(Neugarten 1966)
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cited in Yin 1985, p. A 1>- That is, they control and determine what 
takes place in their homes (the locus of control is said to be 
internal). However, the literature suggests that both perceived and 
actual threats of victimization may result in the transfer of the locus 
of control. Control over their immediate lives is externalized to 
others. It is suggested that "high levels of fear of crime are related 
to external control and a lack of mastery of the environment" (Yin 1985, 
p. 42). Carrying may not be so much a direct response to perceived risk 
of criminal victimization. Rather, it may be indirectly related as a 
strategy to regain the loss of internal control, particularly for those 
socialized to the use of weapons.
This raises the question of how effective attempts would be to
remove firearms from citizens by formal social control when citizens, 
themselves, recognize the effectiveness of civilian ownership and use in 
defending themselves and thwarting crime (Benson 1984; Kleck 1988).
Under our current system of law, for example, police are not "legally 
duty bound," by either case or statute law to protect individual 
citizens (Kates 1990, 19-20). Their functions are general deterrence of 
crime, enforcement of law, and apprehension of violators. The only 
alternative would be to have a system that truly does prevent crime, 
meaning that citizens would have to have faith in collective security 
from becoming victims. For example, we would feel relatively safe 
wal^ino, out alone at night, secure in the knowledge, that human 
predators are locked behind bars. This would mean a system of 
repressive social control— one that prevents crime rather than managing
it after the fact (Currie 1968). It would be a social control system
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with no external constraints. Some also argue that many, women in 
particular, do not want more of the same kind of social control— a state 
perceived as representing the interests of white males, and a criminal 
law and justice system that blames women for their own victimizations 
(Edwards 1987, p. 21; Radford 1987; Riger et al. 1978).
Whether criminals have guns or not, persons (especially women and 
the elderly) still have to protect themselves from motivated offenders. 
It would seem that there are some people, in this study at least, who 
may perceive having a gun as a no-lose situation when it comes to 
certain types of victimization. That is, the power differences between 
armed victim and armed perpetrator are neutralized. (And where the 
offender is not equally armed, the "victim" wins.) There is evidence, 
for example, that in attempted rape the best outcomes for the victim 
occur when she resists by armed force. Bart and O ’Brien (1984, p. 90) 
found that women who successfully avoided rape were more likely to have 
used physical force (including a weapon), in contrast to women who used 
the passive response of pleading. Similarly, Kleck and Sayles (1990) 
found that resistance, particularly with lethal means, not only reduces 
the likelihood of rape completion but does not increase the probability 
of victim injury. Other findings suggest the same patterns of outcome 
for robbery and assault (cf. Kleck and Bordua 1984).
Again, it should be emphasized that women’s fear of crime is, 
primarily, fear of men (Stanko 1987, p. 130). Thus, the criminal 
victimization of women at the hands of men is related to the more 
general power relations between women and men (Edwards 1987; Riger 
1981). Sheffield (1984), Herman (1984), and Griffin (1986) underscore
this fact in their works on, respectively, the sexual terrorism of 
women, a culture of rape, and the political consciousness of rape. Warr 
<1984, p. 700) implies it when he writes, "it may well be that, for 
younger women in particular, fear of crime j_s fear of rape." Thus, we 
might expect the power-leveling effect of the presence of a gun in the 
victim’s hand to be particularly important for interpreting the 
association of gender with firearms access, sensitivity, and fear. 
Interestingly, however, this study found no connection between household 
presence of guns and sensitivity to risk of burglary while at home for 
women. This finding is contrary to what we might have anticipated from 
W arr’s (1988) study of the relationship between in-home rape and 
burglary. He (Warr 1988, pp. 886-887) points out that "many of the 
opportunity factors that makes possible one crime enable the other as 
wel1....home-intrusion rape is a hybrid offense; it is a violent crime 
with the opportunity structure of a property crime."
Generally speaking, for women in this study, the household 
presence of firearms had no affect on their sensitivity to perceived 
risk of criminal victimization. Since nearly all previous researchers 
have focused on the household presence of firearms, it is not surprising 
that their findings have provided little evidence of a fear-gun 
connection for women. Household presence is not related to women’s 
sensitivity to risk, whereas it is associated consistently with 
diminished sensitivity among men. This may be because the presence of 
the gun is likely to be a consequence of male decision-making. He is 
more likely to be socialized to firearms use and to perceive its 
deterrent value differently than his spouse.
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On the other hand, it is the decision by women to carry a gun for 
protection that is related to women’s sensitivity to risk. For the 
majority of offenses, women who carry guns are more sensitive to 
perceived risk of criminal victimization than those who do not carry. 
Indeed, the carrying of firearms is associated with increased 
sensitivity for both women and men. This suggests that carrying may be 
qualitatively very different than presence. It may very well be a 
surrogate measure of fear. That is, the gun may be part of the fear 
complex itself. Waller (198E, pp. 176-177) writes:
Avoiding the feeling associated with increased 
adrenaline [fear 3 is different at least in 
degree from concern for security.... Persons 
who go to their doors preparing for an attacker 
are different from those who calmly put another 
lock on their door. In short, fear may 
precipitate precautions, but fear is a state of 
discomfort that is different from the calm 
decision to install a "Buddy buzzer." This 
distinction is crucial to the understanding of 
the effect of action taken to reduce crime. 
Installing a lock may give a feeling of greater 
security when nobody is at the door.... It may 
also reduce the likelihood of a burglary.... 
However, it could mean the resident is more 
likely to go to the door in a state of fear, 
because she was told that the lock was necessary 
for her protection.
Like those who install the lock because it is perceived to be necessary 
for protection, those who carry guns may perceive such great 
environmental threats that even a firearm cannot overcome the anxiety 
associated with the perceived danger. While it is beyond the scope of 
this study to explore this possibility, it is evident that we need to 
know something about the decision-making process concerning the
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precautionary ownership and carrying of guns in the routine activities 
of persons.
One of the most persistent patterns of association that guns have 
with respect to sensitivity to perceived risk of criminal victimization 
has been reflected in gender/age differences. Firearms presence in the 
home is associated with sensitivity to risk of victimization for older 
men <55 years and older), and its effect is associated with decreased 
sensitivity to risk for five of the eight offenses— car stealing, 
illegal trespassing, being beaten up, having something taken by force, 
and being threatened with a weapon. This implies then that a deterrent 
value is more clearly perceived by older males and is consistent with 
Hill et a l . ’s (1985) finding that the effect of age on protective 
ownership is greater for men than women. It may be that other uses of 
guns, such as hunting and target shooting, become more curtailed with 
increasing age. If we look at the life-cycle, regardless of when and 
why firearms were obtained, their presence in the households of older 
males evidently is some source of comfort. Though this research does 
not allow us to really pursue what it is about the aging male that 
creates this change in the interpretation of the gun, we can speculate, 
based on existing literature, that the social learning experiences of 
men do not prepare them for the physical consequences of aging, in 
contrast to women who have a lifetime of experience in risk management 
techniques— avoidance, restrictive, and other coping behaviors. Thus, 
we might expect that, in light of their increasing physical 
vulnerability, older men may come to rely more heavily on other
90
defensive techniques that they have been socialized to use, among these 
being firearms.
Two other persistent patterns for males are that both residence in 
a cultural southern region and prior victim experience are related to 
the nature of the effect weapons’ access has on sensitivity to risk.
For these two categories of males, carrying of firearms is significantly 
associated with sensitivity to risk of burglary <away), burglary (home), 
and having their car stolen. Generally, however, the pattern of 
association is not in the anticipated negative direction. This further 
suggests that carrying firearms is a qualitatively different response 
than simply having one in the home. Thus, we might ask why firearms are 
related in the same way to sensitivity to risk of these three offenses.
While we d o n ’t have the data to answer this question— to pursue the
relationships— there are some theoretical links which may be gleaned 
from the existing literature.
Dixon and Lizotte (1987, p. 399-^00) found in their study a 
southern culture, not of violence, but of defensiveness:
Persons socialized in the South and currently 
residing there have significantly more defensive 
attitudes than persons socialized in other 
regions and currently residing in them.... The 
direct effect of defensive attitudes on gun
ownership and the indirect effect on it of
defensive attitudes via region suggest that gun 
ownership may center on defensiveness.
Ellison and McCall (1989) call for further specification of the 
situational character of Southern attitudes toward defensive-violence 
and the connection between these attitudes and violent behavior. They 
suggest that home defensiveness, in particular, is one situation where
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violent behavior would be positively sanctioned <p. 177). The findings 
of this study would seem to indicate that? in terms of defensiveness, 
Southern males express a broader concern for their personal territory as 
opposed to themselves. Their sensitivity to threats against personal 
territory— burglary (home and away) and car stealing— is greater and is 
associated with the selection of lethal means of defense— the carrying 
of a firearm.
Victim experience may engender a similar intensification of 
defensiveness among males. The same pattern of relationships between 
victim experience, carrying, and sensitivity to burglary (home and away) 
and car stealing is observed as among southern males. Perloff’s (1983) 
review of the literature on the effects of victimization suggests that 
persons who have the most difficulty adjusting to victim experiences are 
those individuals who were most accustomed to controlling and managing 
their environment and who perceived themselves as least vulnerable prior 
to being victimized. Perceptions of personal vulnerability are made 
relative to social comparisons with others (Perloff 1983, p. A6-*t7>. 
Thus, both in the present study and other studies, males generally 
report lower levels of perceived risk and fear of criminal victimization 
(Gordon et al. 1980; Skogan and Maxfield 1981). Perloff (1983) 
additionally argues that victims of predatory attacks may transform 
previously perceived benign environs into unfamiliar and threatening 
ones. Again, the suggestion is that adaptation to this newly defined 
social environment is more difficult for males. It may very well be, 
therefore, that both southern and victimized men, who perceive their 
neighborhoods as unsafe "may feel compelled to take safety precautions
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[e.g., the defensive carrying of guns], but these self-protective 
actions are not sufficient to overcome the overall [perceived] risk of 
victimization posed by their environment" (Wiethe, Stafford and Sloane 
1990, p. 373). Thus, the influence of the gun may be associated with 
increased sensitivity to risk.
For all the discussion in the literature about women’s salient 
fear of sexual assault, this study found access to firearms (carrying) 
to be persistently and positively related to perceived risk of only two 
offenses— burglary (away) and illegal trespassing— for young, rural, and 
southern women. The first question we might ask is why women who carry 
are more sensitive to perceived risk of two property offenses?
It has been suggested... that the individual’s 
immediate world can be one of two places for 
h[er]: where easy control is maintained or
where Cslhe is fully involved in self-preserving 
action (Goffman 1971, p. 2^*0).
It has been discussed at length that women generally perceive their 
world as a much more treacherous place than (or perhaps more correctly, 
within) the world of men. We might suspect that women who carry have 
had more than what they perceive is their share of danger. If lack of 
mastery over public environments magnifies w o men’s fear, then certainly, 
for most women, "home" is perceived as a safe refuge— a place to enjoy 
the respite from constant vigilance. We might predict, therefore, that 
threats to this private domain of women would be met with some 
resistance. Indeed, in Hanmer and Saunders’ (1984) study, women 
expressed frustration, anger, and even outrage at victimizing events. 
These responses by women question the assumption that fear is the usual
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or necessary consequence of threatening situations. Few studies have 
tested the "loathing" dimension of the "fear and loathing" hypothesis.
It may well be that the increase in sensitivity to risk of criminal 
victimization associated with carrying is tapping the response of anger 
to, rather than fear of, threats. Unfortunately, it is beyond the scope 
of this research to explore this possibility. Future research certainly 
should.
We still must address the question of why the carrying-sensitivity 
connection is significant only for young, rural, and southern women. It 
is likely that the social learning experiences of young women have more 
than adequately schooled them for the probability that they are not only 
suitable but, in particular, desirable targets for victimization (Burt 
and Estep 1981). Thus, the defensive capacity of the gun may reflect a 
"fight or flight" decision. While it can not be determined from the 
data in this study, Hagan et a l . ’s (1978, 1987, 1988) work suggests that 
this younger age cohort might be more willing to engage in the risk- 
taking behavior of carrying a gun than the older age cohort. The 
literature additionally theorizes that rural and southern women, in 
contrast to their urban and nonsouthern counterparts, are exposed to 
guns and are more familiar with their use (Marks and Stokes 1976; Young 
1986). Therefore, we might expect them to more readily carry them, as 
defensive measures, than other women, who have not been raised in 
environments where guns are a matter-of-fact aspect of the social 
landscape. That is, we might expect their firearms behaviors to more 
closely approximate those of men.
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Limitations of the Present Study and Suggested Implications for Future 
Research
Like most research on guns, crime? and fear, this study may have 
raised more issues than it can answer. This is primarily a consequence 
of the use of secondary data analysis, and it is a problem shared in 
common with others;
Researchers...do not have the luxury of 
specifying the indicators they want and 
developing data collection instruments that will 
generate the exact indicators desired. More 
often, researchers are faced with the necessity 
of conducting secondary analyses of data 
collected for other purposes, and, therefore, 
using whatever indicators happen to be present 
in the data (Garofalo 1986, p. 140).
Consequently, one limitation of the present research is that each of the 
offense-specific items for both fear and risk utilized a three point 
scale. The result is a limited range of variance, which diminishes the 
sensitivity of the measures. We might speculate, from the findings of 
previous studies that utilized an eleven point scale to measure 
offense-specific fear and perceived risk (Warr 1984, 1987; Warr and 
Stafford 1983), that a broader range of response categories may have 
more clearly captured the magnitude of fear and perceived risk 
differences for those groups who carry/do not carry and who have/do not 
have guns present in their homes. Despite this limitation, however, the 
present study has demonstrated that the relationship of firearms 
availability to sensitivity to perceived risk of criminal victimization 
varies not only by offense type but by sociocultural and experiential 
contexts. That is, we can see within and between group (gender, gender- 
age, gender-rural, gendei— region, and gender-victim experience)
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differences in the relationships between access to firearms and offense- 
specific sensitivity to risk. Future research should pursue both of 
these dimensions, though perhaps with improved measurement strategies.
Another limitation of this study is its use of cross-sectional 
data. It is suspected that explication of many of the findings would 
have been facilitated by longitudinal analysis, particularly in regards 
to the temporal sequencing of the fear/sensitivity/perceived risk/gun 
complex. It is unlikelys however, that longitudinal studies could be 
readily funded— their expense is substantial. Moreover, the current 
public concern with the firearms issue is one that deserves response. 
Therefore, the best alternative would appear to be the use of carefully 
designed cross-sectional strategies, if possible.
The present analysis highlighted the necessity of including 
measures of both household presence and carrying of firearms in any 
study of firearms behavior. For example, had this work been limited, as 
so many previous studies have, to the presence variable alone, the 
findings would have indicated that firearms have no effect on women’s 
sensitivity to perceived risk of criminal victimization. Additionally, 
the qualitative differences in decisions to have guns and to carry them 
and their differential relationships with sensitivity to risk would not 
have been revealed.
The greatest limitation of this work with respect to access to 
firearms, particularly carrying, is that it can not determine the kinds 
of behaviors in which the respondents are engaged— i.e., their routine 
activities. The effects of household presence and carrying may be more 
situationally determined than previously thought. For example, Bankston
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et al. (1990) report the frequency distributions of firearms carrying 
for their sample of Louisiana residents (the same data set used in this 
analysis). Clearly that proportion of gun carriers (a majority), who 
only occasionally or frequently carry, are engaged in situational 
decision-making that reflects perceptions of the efficacy of guns to 
provide protection within contexts about which risk judgments have been 
made. However, the data do not tell us, in a meaningful sense, how 
people are defining these contexts. Nevertheless, there is a perception 
that guns can deter at least some offenses. Based on these kinds of 
observations, I think we do know more now about why there is not a 
direct fear-gun connection. There appears to be many countervailing 
influences— fear motivating the acquisition of guns, guns influencing 
fear through their effect on sensitivity to risk, perceived risk 
influenced by personal vulnerabilities (gender and age), differential 
social learning experiences influencing familiarity with firearms, etc. 
What is truly needed— what this research issue begs for— is research 
directed specifically at the fear/sensitivity/risk/gun complex.
The findings of this study suggest that perhaps the most strategic 
research program would involve risk-judgment and risk-management 
analysis. Since all environments pose risks of some kind, we need to 
know how people evaluate risk. Most recently, the sociologist Mark Warr 
(1990) has addressed this very issue in his study of environmental cues 
to dangerous situations. There should be no doubt that human beings 
attempt to evaluate the relative safety of their social and physical 
environments in which they carry out their routine activities. They 
make judgments about danger to themselves, and their fear "structures
97
and maintains social relations on both a large and small scale" (Warr 
1990, p. 891). Perceptions of risk often lead to modifications or 
changes, to the extent possible, in what people do, where they go, and 
how they behave (see Maxfield 1987). These strategic choices likely are 
influenced by the interpretation or belief in the relative effectiveness 
of some protective and defensive measures over others (see Lavrakas 
1981). Further research needs to focus, in particular, on the 
guardianship dimension, and more specifically on the defensive presence 
and use of guns. This research suggests that if we ever are to begin 
unraveling the determinants of defensive firearms use, we may need a 
much more modest approach. In addition to the need for specific studies 
focused on this research problem, it might be advisable that 
"theoretically" we step backwards and not forwards. That is, the 
research problem may need less complex theoretical guides. If 
researchers, after twenty-five years, are still having problems 
identifying and locating defensive owners and users of firearms, as 
evidenced in the literature, the solution would seem to lie in the 
development of better measurement instruments and not in the
v
construction of more intricately specified theoretical models that help 
us circumnavigate this obstacle.
A great deal of theory has been data driven by victimization 
surveys. Routine activities theory is a powerful model for interpreting 
patterns of victimization, patterns which may also be viewed as crime 
rates (Cohen and Land 1987). The routine activity theory of 
victimization may also be translated into a theory of offender decision­
making. The theory states that the likelihood of "direct-contact
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predatory" crime increases with "the convergence in time and space 
of...(l) motivated offenders, <S> suitable targets, and (3) the absence 
of capable guardians against violations" (Cohen and Felson 1979, p.
589). It assumes that offenders make decisions about what desirable 
targets are, and it assumes that offenders make decisions about 
guardianship in regards to these targets. If offenders are able to make 
these decisions, it does not seem unreasonable to assume that victims 
themselves make decisions about the same dimensions— the desirability of 
their property as a target and about strategies of guarding it (Benson 
1984; Garofalo 1986, 1987; Lavrakas 1981).
Another theoretical perspective that has evolved from the issue of 
why offenders select certain targets, as opposed to others, is the so- 
called "rational choice" theory (Goldkamp 19B7; Piliavin, Gartner, 
Thornton, and Matsueda 1986). Its focus is, again, on reasoning 
offenders who engage in a decision-making process in which costs and 
benefits of criminal victimization are weighed (Cornish and Clarke 1986, 
p. 1). A complementary rational-cognitive model of victim-prevention 
decision-making behavior is the Health Belief Model, which hypothesizes 
that people weigh the costs of potential victimizations, gauge the 
likelihood of personal risk, and use the most efficacious methods of 
protection [(Rosenstock 1966) discussed in Skogan 1986; Lavrakas 1981].
The point is that criminologists are interested in the process by 
which these decisions are made. In other words, the elements of the 
criminal calculus has been one focus of criminological interest. 
Elaboration and specification of the use of defensive firearms suggest 
the need to focus on the elements of the victim calculus. For example,
we know the calculus for criminals change as they age (cf. Shover 1985). 
The victim calculus may change with age as well. There evidently are 
gender differences in decision-making about the commission of crimes, 
given that men commit them more often. The management of risk and risk- 
taking associated with crime may be related to gender differences in 
socialization (Hagan et a l . 1978» 1987, 1988). The same may be true for 
the risk-management and risk-taking protective (chiefly firearms) 
measures of potential victims.
Epilogue
Some Final Thoughts on the Fear-Gun Connection 
and the Research Environment
As James Wright (1988) points out (and self-confesses) much of the 
research on firearms behavior has had a hidden ideological agenda. This 
may be why there has been no systematic pursuit of the fear-gun 
connection. If empirical research indicates that guns have no deterrent 
effect or protective value, why should people have them? In other 
words, if people's perceptions about the efficacy of guns are seen as 
irrational— much as were women and the elderly’s fear of crime some few 
years ago— the most benign (albeit paternalistic) conclusion would be 
that resistance to gun-control legislation is undertaken only by 
misinformed or unenlightened persons. If, on the other hand, guns are 
found to be effective deterrents, then "naive” legislation aimed at 
disarming the public ultimately has a far greater political obstacle to 
overcome than the resistance of the NRA (National Rifle Association) or 
a small minority of "gun nuts" out there (Wright 1988, p. 24). Tonso
(1982) points out that people have guns for a wide variety of reasons.
My research seems to suggest that not the least of these is the 
deterrent capability of the firearm. While this may not be the primary 
reason for most guns having been obtained in the first place (that we 
simply do not know), it is more than likely to be a reason for holding 
onto them, as evidenced by the "approximately 581,000 crimes vs. about
645,000 defense uses Cof handguns] annually" [Kates <1990, p. 4) 
discussing Kleck’s (1988) study on private sector crime control]. While 
this may certainly incur the wrath of "correct thinking" social
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scientists? we might ask whether people care about the wrath of social 
scientists as much as they care about the wrath of criminal predators:
As in most other areas of public policy? 
relatively little turns on factual matters that 
could be resolved through more and better 
research? most of what is at issue turns on 
values? ideologies? and worldviews that are 
remarkably impervious to refutation by social- 
science research. No one who believes deeply 
that gun control would make this a better world- 
-or that it wouldn’t— will be persuaded 
otherwise by any of the research (Wright 1988? 
p . 38).
Nevertheless? it is the business of social scientists to dog the truth 
in the fictions of peoples’ lives and to record it. If the story we 
have to tell is not received favorably by our audiences? including other 
social scientists? and is panned by the critics? we need to become
better story-tellers.
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Operationalization of Variables
Fear of Crime, measured by the item, "We are interested in how afraid 
you are about becoming the victim of each type of crime in your everyday 
life during the next 12 months: having someone break into your home
while you’re away; having someone break into your home while yo u ’re 
home; having something taken from you by force; being threatened with a 
knife, clubj Dr gun; being beaten up by a stranger; being murdered; 
having your car stolen; having someone illegally trespass on your 
property." 0 = not afraid, 1 = somewhat afraid, 2 = very afraid.
(Means presented in Table 1 of Appendix B).
Perceived Risk of Victimization, measured by the item, "For each type of 
crime listed below, please circle how likely you think it is to happen 
to you during the next 12 months: Having someone break into your home
while you’re away; having someone break into your home while yo u ’re 
home; having something taken from you by force, being threatened with a 
knife, club, or gun; being beaten up by a stranger; being murdered; 
having your car stolen; having someone illegally trespass on your 
property." 0 = not likely, 1 = somewhat likely, 2 = very likely.
(Means presented in Table 1 of Appendix B).
Firearms Availability: Household Presence of Firearms, measured by the
item, "The following items refer to a number of home security devices 
and home characteristics. Please circle YES if you have the item at 
your home or NO if you do not: Shotgun or rifle, handgun." 0 = no, 1 =
yes. Firearms Carrying, measured by the item, "Please indicate how 
often you do the following to protect your self and your property: 
carry a firearm when you leave home." 0 = never, 1 = occasionally, 2 = 
frequently, 3 = always. Responses were dichotomized, 0 = d o n ’t carry, 1 
= carry.
Gender, dichotomously measured 0 = female and 1 = male.
Age, measured continuously in years in the regression equations. Age 
also measured dichotomously 0 = 15 to 54 years and 1 = 55 years and 
older when the effects of access to firearms are examined for older and 
younger age cohorts. Thompson’s (19B8) work indicates a major age 
contrast in fear lies between those below and over 55 years. It is for 
this reason that the division is used here.
Rural/Urban Residence, measured by the item, "Where do you live?" 1 = 
in a rural area, 2 = in a town of less than 2,500 people, 3 = in a town 
of 2,500 to 9,999 people, 4 = in a small city of 10,000 to 24,999 
people, 5 = in a city of 25,000 to 49,999 people, 6 = in a large city of
50,000 people or more. Responses were dichotomized, 0 = urban and 1 = 
rural. Rural is defined as living in a rural area or in a town of less 
than 2,500 people.
Typicallv/Atypicallv Southern Cultural Region of Residence, measured 
dichotomously 0 = Non-Southern and 1 = Southern. This dichotomy is
113
mbased on Bankston et a l . ’s (1990, p. 300-301) classification of parishes 
determined by the ratio of persons of French descent to persons of 
English descent.
Prior Victimization, was derived from a question which asks if any 
household member had been a victim of any of the following crimes in the 
last twelve months: vandalism of your home or property around your home
(mean x = .18); theft or attempted theft of a car, truck, motorcycle, 
or farm machinery (mean x = .08); theft of anything from inside your 
home, such as a stereo, T.V., jewelry, gun, or purse (mean x = .11); 
theft of anything kept outside your home such as a bicycle, a garden 
hose, farm tools, or livestock (mean x = .86); theft of car, truck, or 
farm machinery parts, such as a battery, hub-caps, or tapedeck (mean x = 
.86); theft of anything while you were away from home, for instance, at 
work, school, in a theater, in a restaurant, or while traveling (mean x 
= .18); a purse or wallet snatched or pockets picked (mean x = .17); 
something stolen from inside a car or truck, such as packages or 
clothing (mean x = .18); someone breaking into or somehow illegally 
getting into your home, apartment, garage or another building on your 
property (mean x = .10); finding a door jimmied, a lock forced, or any 
other signs of an attempted break in (mean x = .18); something taken 
directly from you or any member of hour household by using force, such 
as by a stick-up, mugging, or threat (mean x = .03); beating up, 
attacking, or hitting you or any member of your household (mean x =
.04); you or any member of your household being knifed, shot, shot at, 
or attacked with some other weapon (mean x = .08); you or any member of 
your household being threatened with a beating, knife, gun, or some
other weapon (mean x = .05); rape or attempted rape of you or any
member of your household (mean x = .03); murder of any member of your
household (mean x = .03). 0 = no and 1 = yes.
Appendix B 
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Table 1. Percentage Distributions of Study Variables (N=1283).
Variable '/.
*/. Firearms Present 78.0
’/. Firearms Carried 33.9
’/. Male 44.6
*/. 55+ Years 83.8
*/. Rural 38.9
*/. Typically Southern 45.8
*/. Victimized 43.7
Table 2. Mean Values of Fear and Perceived Risk of Criminal Victimization by Firearms Availability.
Offense
Total
Sample
<N=1283)
F i rearms 
Present 
(N=1001)
Firearms
Not
Present
(N=282)
Firearms
Carried
(N=435)
Firearms
Not
Carried
<N=848)
Having someone break into your home while 
you're away .99
Fear
1.00
of Victimization 
.93 1.06 .95
Having someone break into your home while 
you're home 1.07 1.06 1.11 1.10 1.05
Having something taken from you by force .95 .95 .98 .94 .96
Being threatened with a knife, club, or gun 1.11 1.10 1.14 1.12 1.10
Being beaten 14) by a stranger .91 .89 .98 .89 .92
Being murdered 1.05 1.03 1.12 1.08 1.04
Having your car stolen .87 .86 .93 .88 .87
Having someone illegally trespass on your 
property .54 .54 .52 .58 .51
Having someone break into your home while 
you're away .83
Perceived
.84
Risk of Victimization 
.77 .88 .80
Having someone break into your home while 
you're home .46 .46 .47 .47 .46
Having something taken from you by force .55 .53 .63 .56 .55
Being threatened with a knife, club, or gun .51 .51 .51 .55 .49
Being beaten up by a stranger .35 .35 .35 .35 .34
Being murdered .29 .29 .30 .31 .28
Having your car stolen .54 .54 .56 .56 .54
Having someone illegally trespass on your 
property .70 .71 .67 .75 .68
Table 3. Correlation Matrix for All Independent Variables (N=1S83).
XI xe X3 X4 X5 X6 X7 X8
XI 1.00
xe .51 1 .00
X3 .41 .54 1.00
X4 .41 .47 .68 1 .00
X5 .38 .49 .58 .68 1.00
X6 .36 .49 .55 .65 .78 1 .00
X7 .44 .46 .50 .54 .55 .59 1.00
X8 .34 .30 .38 .30 .33 .30 .36 1.00
X9 .05 -.01 -.07 -.01 -.01 -.01 -.08 .08
XIO .06 .01 .01 .05 .01 .03 .08 .04
Xll -.05 -.14 -.18 -.01 -.06 -.09 -.05 -.05
X 18 .01 .05 .03 -.01 -.01 -.01 .04 -.08
X 13 -.07 -.07 -.13 -.09 -.01 -.08 -.11 .04
X14 -.01 .08 -.06 -.05 -.06 -.04 -.03 -.01
X 15 .11 .06 .08 . 10 .08 -.01 .10 .15
X9 XIO Xll X18 X 13 X 14 X 15
X9 1.00
XIO .34 1.00
Xll . 18 .11 1.00
xie -.03 i o <i .07 1.00
X 13 .88 .11 -.04 -.41 1 .00
X 14 .07 . 10 -.01 .06 .13 1 .00
X 15 .01 .03 -.01 -.17 -.10 -.06 1.00
XI Risk Burglary (Away) X9 Firearms Presence
xe Risk Burglary (Home) XIO Firearms Carrying
X3 Risk Something Taken by Force Xll Gender
X4 Risk Threatened with Weapon X 18 Age
X5 Risk Beaten Up by Stranger X 13 Rural/Urban Residence
X6 Risk Murder X 14 Typically/Atypically Souther
X7 Ri sk Having Car Stolen Region
XB Risk Illegal Trespassing X 15 Prior Victimization
Table 4. Regression Results for Fear of Criminal Victimization for Each Offense on Firearms Availability (N=1283).
Offense
Having someone break into 
your home while you're away
Having someone break into 
your home while you're home
Having something taken from 
you by force
Being threatened with a 
knife, club, or gun
Being beaten up by a stranger
Being murdered
Having your car stolen
Having someone illegally 
trespass on your property
Firearms Presence
Intercept Perceived Risk Presence
b_
Sig. 
of t b Beta
Sig. 
of t b Beta
Sig. 
of t
.59 .001 .45 .43 .001 .03 .02 .38
.89 .001 .47 .35 .001 -.05 - .0 2 .34
.78 .001 .58 .38 .001 -.08 -.04 .10
.95 .001 .58 .34 .001 -.08 -.04 .14
.89 .001 .48 .36 .001 -.04 - .0 2 .42
.69 .001 .46 .37 .001 .01 .01 .79
.68 .001 .44 .38 .001 -.06 -.04 .16
.30 .001 .33 .36 .001 -.001 -.001 .99
Firearms Carrying
Intercept Perceived Risk Carrying
b_
Sig.
of t b Beta
Sig. 
of t b Beta
Sig. 
of t
.59 .001 .44 .43 .001 .08 .06 .03
.83 .001 .47 .35 .001 .04 .03 .32
.73 .001 .58 .38 .001 -.04 -.03 .33
.88 .001 .58 .34 .001 .01 .01 .76
.87 .001 .48 .36 .001 -.01 -.01 .77
.70 .001 .46 .37 .001 - .0 2 -.01 .69
.63 .001 .44 .38 .001 .003 .002 .94
.29 .001 .33 .36 .001 .05 .03 .17
Table 5. Predicted Values of Fear at Different: Levels of Risk.
Total Sample Firearms Present Firearms Not Present Firearms Carried Firearms Not Carried
Risk Value Risk Value Risk Value Risk Value Risk Value
Offense Slope 0 1 2 Slope 0 1 2 Slope 0 1 2 Slope 0 1 2 Slope 0 1 2
Having someone break 
into your home while 
you're away .45 0.62 1.07 1.52 .45 0.62 1.07 1.52 .44 0.59 1.03 1.47 .47 0.64 1.11 1.58 .43 0.61 1.04 1.47
Having someone break 
into your home while 
you're home .36 0.77 1.13 1.49 .48 0.83 1.31 1.79 .46 0.90 1.36 1.82 .51 0.86 1.37 1.88 .45 0.84 1.29 1.74
Having something taken 
from you by force .46 0.70 1.16 1.62 .45 0.71 1.16 1.61 .51 0.66 1.17 1.68 .46 0.69 1.15 1.61 .46 0.71 1.17 1.63
Being threatened with 
a knife, club, or gun .48 0.86 1.34 1.82 .46 0.87 1.33 1.79 .57 0.85 1.42 1.99 .43 0.88 1.31 1.74 .51 0.85 1.36 1.87
Being beaten up by a 
stranger .58 0.71 1.29 1.87 .54 0.71 1.25 1.79 .72 0.73 1.45 2.17 .50 0.71 1.21 1.71 .62 0.71 1.33 1.95
Being murdered .58 0.89 1.47 2.05 .55 0.87 1.42 1.97 .67 0.92 1.59 2.26 .61 0.89 1.50 2.11 .56 0.89 1.45 2.01
Having your car stolen .44 0.63 1.07 1.51 .46 0.61 1.07 1.53 .40 0.71 1.11 1.51 .41 0.65 1.06 1.47 .46 0.63 1.09 1.55
Having someone illegally 
trespass on your property .33 0.30 0.63 0.96 .34 0.30 0.64 0.98 .30 0.33 0.63 0.93 .32 0.34 0.66 0.98 .33 0.29 0.62 0.95
N 1283 1001 282 435 848
03
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Table 6. Regression of Fear of Having Someone Break Into Your Home While You're Away on Firearms Availability (N=1283).
Firearms'
Firearms' Presence Firearms' Carrying Presence and Carrying
b Beta
Sig. 
of t b Beta
Sig. 
of t b Beta
Sig. 
of t
Intercept .50 .001 .53 .001 .50 .001
Perceived Risk .43 .41 .001 .43 .41 .001 .42 .41 .001
Firearms' Availability: 
Presence 
Carrying
.08 .05 .05
.11 .08 .001
.04
.10
.03
.07
.30
.01
Sex -.18 -.14 .001 -.19 -.14 .001 -.19 -.14 .001
Age .003 .08 .001 .004 .09 .001 .004 .09 .001
Rural/Urban -.06 -.05 .07 -.06 -.04 .08 -.07 -.05 .06
Southern Culture .02 .01 .55 .01 .01 .69 .01 .01 .71
Victimization .05 .04 .12 .05 .04 .13 .05 .04 .13
R* .212 .216 .217
Significance of F .001 .001 .001
Table 7. Regression of Fear of Having Someone Break Into Your Home While You're Home on Firearms Availability (N=1283).
Firearms'
Firearms' Presence Firearms' Carrying Presence and Carrying
b Beta
Sig. 
of t b Beta
Sig. 
of t b Beta
Sig. 
of t
Intercept 1.29 .001 1.28 .001 1.29 .001
Perceived Risk .44 .32 .001 .44 .32 .001 .44 .32 .001
Firearms* Availability: 
Presence 
Carrying
.02 .01 .71
.09 .05 .05
***■o o
 
1 - .01
.05
.80
.05
Sex -.33 - .2 0 .001 -.34 -.21 .001 -.34 -.21 .001
Age -.0 1 -.13 .001 -.01 - .1 2 .001 -.0 1 - .1 2 .001
Rural/Urban -.08 -.05 .06 -.09 -.05 .04 -.09 -.05 .05
Southern Culture -.07 -.04 .10 -.07 -.04 .08 -.07 -.04 .08
Victimization .07 .04 .11 .07 .04 .11 .07 .04 .11
R1 .193 .195 .195
Significance of F .001 .001 .001
1 
E
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Table 8. Regression of Fear of Having Something Taken From You By Force on Firearms Availability (N=1283).
Firearms'
Firearms' Presence Firearms' Carrying Presence and Carrying
b Beta
Sig. 
of t b Beta
Sig. 
of t b Beta
Sig. 
of t
Intercept .98 .001 1.02 .001 .99 .001
Perceived Risk .43 .34 .001 .43 .34 .001 .43 .34 .001
Firearms' Availability: 
Presence 
Carrying
.06 .03 .19
.02 .01 .63
.06
.003
.03
.002
.22
.95
Sex -.27 -.17 .001 -.27 -.17 .001 -.27 -.17 .001
Age -.003 -.07 .01 -.003 -.07 .01 -.003 -.07 .01
Rural/Urban -.04 - .0 2 .34 -.03 - .0 2 .46 -.04 - .0 2 .34
Southern Culture -.11 -.07 .01 -.11 -.07 .01 -.11 -.07 .01
Victimization .02 .01 .65 .02 .01 .63 .02 .01 .65
Rl .178 .177 .178
Significance of F .001 .001 .001
Table 9. Regression of Fear of Being Threatened with a Knife, Gun, or Club on Firearms Availability (N=1283).
Firearms' Presence Firearms' Carrying
Firearms' 
Presence and Carrying
b Beta
Sig. 
of t b Beta
Sig. 
of t b Beta
Sig. 
of t
Intercept 1.35 .001 1.36 .001 1.35 .001
Perceived Risk .47 .35 .001 .47 .35 .001 .47 .35 .001
Firearms' Availability: 
Presence 
Carrying
.03 .01 .61
.03 .02 .45
.01
.03
.01
.02
.78
.53
Sex -.31 -.19 .001 -.31 -.19 .001 -.31 -.19 .001
Age -.01 - .1 2 .001 -.01 - .1 2 .001 -.01 - .1 2 .001
Rural/Urban -.06 -.04 .17 -.06 -.03 .17 -.06 -.04 .16
Southern Culture -.15 -.09 .001 -.15 -.09 .001 -.15 -.09 .001
Victimization -.04 - .0 2 .39 -.04 - .0 2 .39 -.04 - .0 2 .39
R! .195 .196 .196
Significance of F .001 .001 .001
Table 10. Regression of Fear of Being Beaten Up by a Stranger on Firearms Availability (N=1283).
Firearms'
Firearms' Presence Firearms' Carrying Presence and Carrying
b Beta
Sig. 
of t b Beta
Sig. 
of t b Beta
Sig. 
of t
Intercept 1.09 .001 1.08 .001 1.09 .001
Perceived Risk .55 .36 .001 .55 .36 .001 .55 .36 .001
Firearms' Availability: 
Presence 
Carrying
-.03 -.01 .59
.004 .002 .93
I
o 
© - .0 2
.01
.55
.79
Sex -.36 -.21 .001 -.36 - .2 2 .001 -.36 - .2 2 .001
Age -.003 -.07 .01 -.003 -.07 .01 1 o o w -.07 .01
Rural/Urban .001 .001 .97
O01 -.002 .92 .001 .001 .98
Southern Culture - .1 2 -.07 .01 - .1 2 -.07 .01 - .1 2 -.07 .01
Victimization .01 .004 .87 .01 .004 .88 .01 .005 .87
R2 .206 .206 .206
Significance of F .001 .001 .001
Table 11. Regression of Fear of Being Murdered on Firearms Availability (N=1283).
Firearms'
Firearms' Presence Firearms' Carrying Presence and Carrying
b Beta
Sig. 
of t b Beta
Sig. 
of t b Beta
Sig. 
of t
Intercept 1.54 .001 1.52 .001 1.54 .001
Perceived Risk .54 .32 .001 .54 .32 .001 .54 .32 .001
Firearms' Availability: 
Presence 
Carrying
- .0 2 -.01 .67
.05 .03 .27
-.05
.07
- .0 2
.03
.42
.20
Sex -.30 -.17 .001 -.31 -.17 .001 -.31 -.17 .001
Age -.01 -.18 .001 -.01 -.17 .001 -.01 -.17 .001
Rural/Urban -.05 -.03 .30 -.06 -.03 .21 -.05 -.03 .28
Southern Culture -.16 -.09 .001 -.17 -.09 .001 -.16 -.09 .001
Victimization .001 .001 .99 .002 .001 .97 -.001 -.001 .98
R* .189 .190 .190
Significance of F .001 .001 .001
Table 12. Regression of Fear of Having Your Car Stolen on Firearms Availability (N=1283).
Firearms'
Firearms' Presence Firearms' Carrying Presence and Carrying
b Beta
Sig. 
o f t b Beta
Sig. 
of t b Beta
Sig. 
o f t
Intercept .80 .001 .78 .001 .80 .001
Perceived Risk .43 .37 .001 .43 .36 .001 .43 .36 .001
Firearms' Availability: 
Presence 
Carrying
1 o w - .0 2 .55
.03 .02 .47
- .0 4
.04
- .0 2
.03
.39
.34
Sex 1 ro o - .1 3 .001 -.2 0 - .1 4 .001 1 ro o - .1 4 .001
Age -.001 - .0 3 .29
0
 
o1 - .0 3 .33 -.001 - .0 3 .32
Rural/Urban - .0 4 - .0 3 .34 -.0 5 - .0 3 .24 t O - .0 3 .32
Southern Culture O o w 1 o o ro .94 -.01 1 o o •p* .87 -.01
Nd-0 
o•1 .88
Victimization .03 .02 .40 .03 .02 .41 .03 .02 .41
R* .163 .163 .164
Significance of F .001 .001 .001
Table 13. Regression of Fear of Having Someone Illegally Trespassing on Your Property on Firearms Availability (N=1283).
Firearms'
Firearms' Presence Firearms' Carrying Presence and Carrying
b Beta
Sig. 
of t b Beta
Sig. 
of t b Beta
Sig. 
of t
Intercept .28 .001 .27 .001 .28 .001
Perceived Risk .33 .36 .001 .33 .36 .001 .33 .36 .001
Firearms' Availability: 
Presence 
Carrying
.02 .01 .63
.08 .06 .03
1
o 
©
09 
-> -.01
.06
.83
.03
Sex - .1 9 - .1 5 .001 - .2 0 - .1 5 .001 - .2 0 - .1 5 .001
Age .003 .07 .01 .003 .07 .01 .003 .07 .01
Rural/Urban .04 .03 .21 .04 .03 .24 .04 .03 .23
Southern Culture -.01 -.0 1 .73 - .0 2 -.01 .60 - .0 2 -.01 .61
Victimization - .0 7 - .0 6 .03 I o - .0 6 .03 - .0 7 - .0 6 .03
R* .161 .164 .164
Significance of F .001 .001 .001
Table 14. Regression Results for Fear of Having Your Car Stolen on Firearms Availability (by Gender).
Firearms'
Firearms' Presence Firearms' Carrying Presence and Carrying
b Beta
Sig. 
of t b Beta
Sig. 
of t b Beta
Sig. 
of t
Females (N=711)
Intercept .85 .001 .84 .001 .85 .001
Perceived Risk .39 .34 .001 .39 .34 .001 .39 .34 .001
Firearms' Availability:
Presence .01 .01 .86 -.005 -.003 .94
Carrying .05 .03 .42 .05 .03 .43
Age - .0 0 2 -.05 .16 - .0 0 2 -.05 .17 - .0 0 2 -.05 .17
Rural/Urban -.03 - .0 2 .52 -.04 - .0 2 .48 -.04 - .0 2 .50
Southern Region .03 .02 .52 .03 .02 .60 .03 .02 .60
Prior Victimization - .0 2 -.01 .69 - .0 2 -.01 .68 - .0 2 -.01 .68
R* .116 .117 .117
Significance of F .001 .001 .001
Hales (N=572)
Intercept .59 .001 .50 .001 .58 .001
Perceived Risk .49 .42 .001 .48 .41 .001 .49 .41 .001
Firearms' Availability:
Presence - .11 -.06 .12 -.13 -.07 .10
Carryi ng .003 .002 .95 .03 .02 .56
Age .0001 .001 .97 .0001 .001 .97 .001 .003 .93
Rural/Urban -.04 -.03 .48 -.06 -.04 .29 -.04 -.03 .47
Southern Region -.04 -.03 .42 -.04 -.03 .44 -.04 -.03 .41
Prior Victimization .09 .06 .10 .09 .06 .10 .09 .06 .10
R1 .193 .190 .194
Significance of F .001 .001 .001
Table 15. Regression Results for Fear of Having Someone Break Into Your Home While You're Away on Firearms Availability (by Gender).
Firearms'
Firearms' Presence Firearms' Carrying Presence and Carrying
b Beta
Sig. 
of t b Beta
Sig. 
of t b Beta
Sig. 
of t
Females (N=711>
Intercept .53 .001 .55 .001 .53 .001
Perceived Risk .37 .37 .001 .37 .37 .001 .37 .37 .001
Firearms' Availability:
Presence .06 .04 .21 .03 .10 .56
Carrying .11 .08 .02 .10 .07 .05
Age .004 .09 .01 .004 .10 .01 .004 .10 .01
Rural/Urban -.06 -.05 .20 -.06 -.04 .20 -.06 -.05 .17
Southern Region .02 .01 .67 .01 .01 .82 .01 .01 .85
Prior Victimization .08 .06 .08 .08 .06 .08 .08 .06 .08
R* .165 .169 .170
Significance of F .001 .001 .001
Males (N=572)
Intercept .29 .01 .31 .001 .28 .01
Perceived Risk .50 .47 .001 .51 .47 .001 .50 .47 .001
Firearms' Availability:
Presence .10 .05 .15 .05 .03 .44
Carrying .11 .08 .03 .10 .07 .06
Age .003 .07 .06 .003 .08 .04 .003 .08 .04
Rural/Urban -.07 -.05 .19 -.06 -.05 .21 -.07 -.05 .17
Southern Region .03 .02 .56 .02 .02 .62 .02 .02 .60
Prior Victimization .02 .01 .75 .02 .01 .82 .02 .01 .80
R' .239 .243 .244
Significance of F .001 .001 .001
Table 16. Regression Results for Fear of Having Someone Break Into Your Home While You're Home on Firearms Availability (by Gender).
Firearms'
Firearms' Presence Firearms' Carrying Presence and Carrying
b Beta
Sig. 
of t b Beta
Sig. 
of t b Beta
Sig. 
of t
Females (N=711>
Intercept 1.35 .001 1.35 .001 1.35 .001
Perceived Risk .41 .33 .001 .40 .32 .001 .40 .32 .001
Firearms' Availability:
Presence © ro .01 .69 .005 .003 .94
Carrying .06 .04 .31 .06 .03 .34
Age -.01 -.15 .001 -.01 -.15 .001 -.0 1 -.15 .001
Rural/Urban -.09 -.06 .12 -.09 -.06 .11 -.09 -.06 .11
Southern Region -.05 -.03 .39 -.05 -.03 .34 -.05 1 • o w .34
Prior Victimization .06 .04 .26 .06 .04 .26 .06 .04 .27
R* .137 .138 .138
Significance of F .001 .001 .001
Males (N=572)
Intercept .91 .001 .86 .001 .90 .001
Perceived Risk .49 .34 .001 .49 .34 .001 .49 .35 .001
Firearms' Availability:
Presence - .01 -.003 .94 -.06 -.03 .49
Carrying .11 .07 .07 .13 .08 .05
Age -.005 -.11 .01 -.005 - .1 0 .01 -.005 - .1 0 .01
Rural/Urban -.07 -.04 .28 -.08 -.05 .19 -.08 -.05 .25
Southern Region -.08 -.05 .19 -.08 -.05 .17 -.09 -.05 .17
Prior Victimization .07 .05 .24 .07 .04 .27 .07 .04 .28
R* .139 .144 .144
Significance of F .001 .001 .001
Table 17. Regression Results for Fear of Having Someone Illegally Trespass on Your Property on Firearms Availability (by Gender).
Firearms'
Firearms' Presence Firearms' Carrying Presence and Carrying
b Beta
Sig. 
of t b Beta
Sig. 
of t b Beta
Sig. 
of t
Females (N=711)
Intercept .22 .01 .21 .02 .21 .02
Perceived Risk .32 .35 .001 .32 .35 .001 .32 .35 .001
Firearms' Availability:
Presence .06 .04 .29 .02 .01 .71
Carrying .11 .08 .04 .11 .08 .04
Age .002 .06 .10 .003 .06 .08 .003 .06 .08
Rural/Urban .08 .06 .10 .08 .06 .11 .08 .06 .11
Southern Region .02 .02 .61 .01 .01 .81 .01 .01 .81
Prior Victimization -.03 - .0 2 .57 -.03 - .0 2 .55 -.03 - .0 2 .55
R! .128 .133 .133
Significance of F .001 .001 .001
Males (N=572)
Intercept .21 .02 .15 .07 .20 .03
Perceived Risk .35 .41 .001 .35 .40 .001 .35 .40 .001
Firearms' Availability:
Presence -.07 -.04 .28 -.09 -.05 .19
Carrying .02 .02 .61 .04 .04 .37
Age .003 .08 .04 .003 .08 .04 .003 .08 .03
Rural/Urban -.0003 -.0003 1.00 -.01 -.01 .78 -.001 -.001 .98
Southern Region -.06 -.05 .22 -.05 -.05 .23 -.06 -.05 .21
Prior Victimization -.13 -.1 1 .01 -.13 -.11 .01 -.13 -.11 .01
Rl .169 .168 .170
Significance of F .001 .001 .001
Table 18. Regression Results for Fear of Having Someone Break Into Your Home While You're Away: Age by Gender for Firearms Availability.
Older Women (N=150) Older Men (N=155)
Firearms F i rearms Presence and Firearms F i rearms Presence and
Presence Carrvina Carrying Presence Carrying Carrying
b Beta b Beta b Beta b Beta b Beta b _  Beta
Intercept .81a .86a .81a .50a .49a .51a
Perceived Risk .39a .39 .40a .40 •39s .39 .69a .62 .6£a .62 •68a .62
Firearms Presence .14 .10 .13 .09 -.004 -.002 -.04 -.02
Firearms Carrying .08. .05 .05 .03 .10 .07 .11 .07
Rural/Urban -.04 -.03 - .0 2 -.0 1 -.05 -.04 -.14 -.09 -.15 -.10 -.14 -.10
Southern Region -.03 -.02 - .0 2 -.01 -.03 -.03 .02 .02 .01 .004 .01 .005
Victimization -.0 1 -.01 -.01 -.01 -.0 1 -.01 -.29b -.18 -.19 -.29** -.19
Rs .174 .168 .175 .408 .412 .413
Significance of F .001 .001 .001 .001 .001 .001
Younger Women (N=561) Younger Men (N=417)
Firearms Firearms Presence and Firearms Firearms Presence and
Presence Carrying Carrying Presence Carrying Carrying
b Beta b Beta b Beta b Beta b Beta b Beta
Intercept • 66a ,67s .67a .36a .42a .36a
Perceived Risk •36a .37 .36a .37 .36a .37 .44a .41 .44a .41 •44a .41
Firearms Presence .05 .03 .005 .003 .14d .08 .10 .05
Firearms Carrying .12c .09 .12c .09 .11c .09 .09 .07
Rural/Urban -.06 -.04 -.06 -.04 -.06 -.05 -.04 -.03 -.04 -.03 -.05 -.04
Southern Region .02 .01 .004 .003 .004 .003 .03 .02 .03 .02 .03 .02
Victimization .10c .08 .10c .08 .10c .08 ,10d .07 .09 .07 .09 .07
R* .154 .161 .161 .195 .196 .199
Significance of F .001 .001 .001 .001 .001 .001
d<.001 .^Ol <.05 J<.10
133
Table 19. Regression Results for Fear of Having Someone Break Into Your Home While You're Home: Age by Gender for Firearms Availability.
Older Women (N=150) Older Men (N=155)
Firearms
Presence
Firearms
Carrying
Presence and 
Carrying
Firearms
Presence
Firearms
Carrying
Presence and 
Carrying
b Beta b Beta b Beta b Beta b Beta b Beta
Intercept .96® .96® .96® .60® .53® .60®
Perceived Risk .37® .31 .37® .31 .37® .31 .47® .36 .46® .35 .47® .36
Firearms Presence .001 .001 -.01 -.005 - .1 0 -.05 - .1 0 -.05
Firearms Carrying .04 .02 .04 .02 -.04 - .0 2 - .0 2 -.01
Rural/Urban - .0 2 -.0 1 -.03 - .0 2 -.03 - .0 2 .05 .03 .03 .02 .05 .03
Southern Region - .0 2 -.01 - .0 2 -.01 - .0 2 -.0 1 -.05 -.03 -.05 -.03 -.05 -.03
Victimization .16 .10 .16 .10 .16 .10 .10 .06 .10 .06 .10 .06
R* .116 .116 .116 .137 .136 .138
Significance of F .001 .001 .001 .001 .001 .001
Younger Women (N=561) Younger IHen (N=417)
Firearms F i rearms Presence and Firearms Firearms Presence and
Presence Carrying Carrying Presence Carrvi ng Carrying
b Beta b Beta b Beta b Beta b Beta b Beta
Intercept 1.05a 1.07® 1.06® .73® .68® .72®
Perceived Risk .41® .32 .40® .32 .40® .32 .49® .33 .50® .34 .50® .34
Firearms Presence .04 .02 .01 .01 .02 .01 -.07 -.03
Firearms Carrying .08 .05 .08 .05 .16c .10 .18c .11
Rural/Urban - .1 0 -.06 - .1 0 -.06 - .1 0 -.06 -.11 -.07 - .1 2 -.08 -.11 -.07
Southern Region -.07 -.05 -.08 -.05 -.08 -.05 -.08 -.05 -.08 -.05 -.08 -.05
Victimization .08 .05 .08 .05 .08 .05 .07 .05 .07 .04 .07 .04
R* .117 .119 .119 .130 .140 .141
Significance of F .001 .001 .001 .001 .001 .001
a<.001 b<.01 c<.05 d<.10
Table 20. Regression Results for Fear of Having Your Car Stolen: Age by Gender for Firearms Availability.
Older Women (N=150) Older Hen (N=155)
Firearms
Presence
Firearms
Carrvinq
Presence and 
Carrvinq
F i rearms 
Presence
F i rearms 
Carrvinq
Presence and 
Carrvinq
b Beta b Beta b Beta b Beta b Beta b Beta
Intercept .84a .90a .84a .69a .49a .70a
Perceived Risk .34a .32 .35a .33 .34a .32 .54a .45 .52a .43 .53a .44
Firearms Presence .13 .08 .15 .10 -.29° -.16 -.32° -.17
Firearms Carrying -.06 -.04 - .1 0 -.06 .04 .02 .11 .07
Rural/Urban -.19 -.13 -.14 -.09 -.18 - .1 2 .15 .10 .09 .06 .15 .10
Southern Region -.03 -.02 -.01 -.004 -.03 -.02 - .1 2 -.08 -.14 - .1 0 -.14 -.09
Victimization -.04 -.03 -.03 - .0 2 -.04 -.02 .13 .08 .12 .08 .12 .08
Rl .139 .134 .142 .249 .227 .253
Significance of F .001 .001 .001 .001 .001 .001
Younger Women (N=561) Younger Men (N=417)
Firearms
Presence
Firearms
Carrvinq
Presence and 
Carrvinq
Firearms
Presence
Firearms
Carrvinq
Presence and 
Carrvinq
b Beta b Beta b Beta b Beta b Beta b Beta
Intercept .72a .70a .73a • 53a .50a .53a
Perceived Risk .39a .33 .39a .32 .39a .32 .47a .40 .46a .40 .40
Firearms Presence -.01 -.004 -.04 -.02 -.04 -.02 -.05 - .0 2
Firearms Carrying .09 .05 .10 .06 .004 .002 .01 .01
Rural/Urban .01 .004 -.001 -.001 .005 .003 -.11 -.07 -.11d -.08 - .11 -.07
Southern Region .03 .02 .02 .01 .02 .01 -.01 -.01 -.01 -.005 - .01 -.01
Victimization .01 .01 .01 .01 .01 .01 .09 .07 .10 .07 .09 .07
R* .107 .110 .111 .184 .183 .184
Significance of F .001 .001 .001 .001 .001 .001
a!<.001 °<.01 <.05 J<.10
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Table 21. Regression Results for Fear of Having Someone Illegally Trespass on Your Property: Age by Gender for Firearms Availability.
Older Women (N=150) Older Hen (N=155)
Firearms Firearms Presence and Firearms Firearms Presence and
Presence Carrvinq Carrvinq Presence Carrvinq Carrvinq
b Beta _b Beta b Beta b Beta __b Beta b Beta
Intercept .39b .38b .39b .51a •31a .52a
Perceived Risk .54a .50 .54a .50 .54a .50 .43a .47 .42s .45 .42 a .46
Firearms Presence .01 .003 - .0 2 -.01 -.27° -.17 -.31b - .2 0
Firearms Carrying .10 .06 .11 .06 .05 .04 .12 .09
Rural/Urban .08 .05 .06 .04 .07 .04 -.0 1 -.0 1 -.07 -.06 -.0 1 -.0 1
Southern Region -.005 -.003 -.0 1 -.01 -.01 -.01 .01 .01 -.01 -.01 -.01 -.01
Victimization -.11 -.06 -.12 -.07 - .1 2 -.07 -.09 -.06 -.09 -.07 -.09 -.07
R1 .248 .251 .251 .241 .215 .248
Significance of F .001 .001 .001 .001 .001 .001
Younger Women (N=561) Younger Hen (N=417)
Firearms Fi rearms Presence and Firearms F i rearms Presence and
Presence Carrvinq Carrvinq Presence Carrvinq Carrvinq
b Beta b Beta b Beta b Beta b Beta b Beta
Intercept .28a .30a .28a .23b .25a •23b
Perceived Risk .25a .29 .26a .30 .26a .30 .32a .39 •32a .39 .32a .39
Firearms Presence .08 .05 .03 .02 .03 .02 .03 .02
Firearms Carrying .14b .10 ,12c .09 .02 .02 .02 .02
Rural/Urban .10d .08 .10c .08 .10d .08 .01 .01 .01 .01 .01 .01
Southern Region .01 .01 -.001 -.001 -.0 0 2 -.002 -.07 -.06 -.07 -.06 -.07 -.06
Victimization .01 .01 .01 .01 .01 .01 -.13b - .1 2 -.14b -.1 2 -.13b - .1 2
R* .100 .106 107 .152 .152 .153
Significance of F .001 .001 001 .001 .001 .001
a<.001 b<.01 °<.05 d<.10
1
3
6
Table 22. Regression Results for Fear of Having Someone Break Into Your Home While You're Away: Rural/Urban by Gender for Firearms Carrying.
Rural Women (N=288)
Presence and
Rural Hen (N=211)
Presence and
b Beta Siq,. of t b Beta Siq. of t b Beta Siq. of t b Beta Siq. of t
Intercept .47 .001 .43 .01 .29 .03 .36 .08
Perceived Risk .37 .36 .001 .37 .36 .001 .43 .42 .001 .44 .42 .001
Firearms Presence .05 .03 .65 - .0 8 - .0 3 .66
Firearms Carrying .20 .14 .01 .19 .14 .02 .13 .10 .10 .14 .11 .09
Age .004 .09 .12 o o .08 .12 .002 .04 .48 .002 .05 .46
Southern Region 1 O o V/l - .0 0 4 .94 -.01 1 o o .94 .10 .08 .21 .09 .07 .26
Victimization .09 .07 .22 .09 .07 .22 .03 .02 .71 .03 .02 .69
R1 .178 .179 .207 .208
Significance of F .001 .001 .001 .001
Urban Women (N=423) Urban Men (N=361)
Presence and Presence and
Carrvinq Carrying Carrying Carrvinq
b Beta Siq. of t b Beta Siq.. of t b Beta Siq.. of t b Beta Siq. of t
Intercept .56 .001 .54 .001 .29 .01 .24 .05
Perceived Risk .36 .37 .001 .36 .37 .001 .54 .49 .001 .53 .49 .001
Firearms Presence .04 .03 .54 .10 .06 .24
Firearms Carrying .03 .02 .60 .02 .01 .77 .09 .06 .17 .06 .04 .40
Age .004 .10 .03 .004 .10 .02 .004 .09 .06 .004 .09 .06
Southern Region .03 .02 .62 .03 .02 .66 - .0 2 -.01 .75 .10 .06 .24
Victimization .08 .06 .18 .07 .06 .19 -.0 0 2 -.002 .97 .001 .001 .99
R* .161 .162 .265 .268
Significance of F .001 .001 .001 .001
Table 23. Regression Results for Fear of Being Murdered: Rural/Urban by Gender for Firearms Carrying.
Rural Women (N=288) Rural Men (N=211)
Presence and Presence and
Carrvinq_______  Carrying_______  Carrvinq______   Carrvinq
b Beta Sig., of t b Beta Sig. of t b Beta Sig. of t b Beta Siq. of
Intercept 1.59 .001 1.60 .001 1.19 .001 1.25 .001
Perceived Risk .46 .26 .001 .46 .26 .001 .43 .22 .001 .43 .22 .001
Firearms Presence -.0 1 -.004 .94 -.08 - .0 2 .77
Firearms Carrying .03 .02 .78 .03 .02 .78 - .1 0 -.06 .39 -.09 -.05 .44
Age -.01 - .2 0 .001 -.01 - .2 0 .001 -.01 -.18 .01 -.01 -.18 .01
Southern Region - .1 0 -.06 .32 - .1 0 -.06 .32 -.18 - .1 0 .14 -.19 - .1 0 .13
Victimization - .0 2 -.01 .85 - .0 2 -.01 .85 - .0 2 -.0 1 .87 1 o ro -.01 .88
Rl .127 .127 .100 .100
Significance of F .001 .001 .001 .001
Urban Women (N=423) Urban Men <N=361)
Carrying
Presence and
b Beta Sig. of t b Beta Siq., of
Intercept 1.48 .001 1.53 .001
Perceived Risk
COin .39 .001 .58 .39 .001
Firearms Presence -.09 -.05 .31
Firearms Carrying .0005 .0003 .99 .03 .02 .73
Age -.01 -.19 .001 -.01 - .2 0 .001
Southern Region -.09 -.05 .26
CO01 -.05 .31
Victimization -.01
inoo• .91 -.005 -.003 .95
R1 .184 .186
Significance of F .001 .001
b
1.13
.59
.20
-.01
-.24
.02
Carrvinq
Beta
.35
.11
-.15
-.13
.09
.187
.001
Sig. of t 
.001 
.001
.02 
.01 
.01 
.81
b
1.19
.60
-.09
.23
-.01
-.24
.02
Presence and 
Carrvinq
Beta
.35
-.04
.13
-.15
-.13
.01
.189
.001
Sig. of t 
.001 
.001 
.42 
.02 
.01 
.01 
.83
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Table 24. Regression Results for Fear of Having Someone Illegally Trespass on Your Property: Rural/Urban by Gender for Firearms Carrying.
Rural Women (N=288) Rural Hen <N=211)
Carrvinq
Presence and 
Carrvinq Carrying
Presence and 
Carrvinq
b Beta Sia. of t b Beta Siq. of t b Beta Siq. of t b Beta Siq. of t
Intercept .46 .001 .43 .01 .19 .10 .27 .13
Perceived Risk .34 .36 .001 .34 .36 .001 .35 .46 .001 .36 .46 .001
Firearms Presence .05 .02 .67 -.09 -.04 .55
Firearms Carrying .13 .09 .10 .12 .08 .15 .03 .03 .67 .04 .03 .59
Age -.001 -.03 .59 -.001 -.03 .59 .002 .06 .37 .002 .06 .34
Southern Region .01 .01 .88 .01 .01 .89 -.17 -.15 .02 -.18 -.16 .01
Victimization -.06 -.04 .44 -.06 -.04 .44 -.03 - .0 2 .70 -.03 - .0 2 .72
R* .136 .137 .221 .222
Significance of F .001 .001 .001 .001
Urban Women <N=423) Urban Men (N=361)
Carrvinq
Presence and 
Carrvinq Carrvinq
Presence and 
Carrvinq
b Beta Siq. of t b Beta Sig. of t b Beta Sig. of t b Beta Siq. of t
Intercept .11 .26 .10 .34 .11 .30 .17 .13
Perceived Risk .31 .34 .001 .31 .34 .001 .34 .37 .001 .34 .37 .001
Firearms Presence .02 .01 .80 -.11 -.07 .17
Firearms Carrying .12 .08 .11 .11 .07 .15 .04 .03 .51 .08 .06 .26
Age .005 .13 .01 .005 .13 .01 .004 .10 .04 .004 .10 .04
Southern Region .01 .01 .85 .01 .01 .87 .01 .005 .92 .01 .01 .88
Victimization t o o Usl - .002 .97 -.003 - .0 0 2 .96 -.18 -.15 .01 -.18 -.15 .01
Rl .131 .131 .156 .161
Significance of F .001 .001 .001 .001 139
Table 25. Regression Results for Fear of Having Someone Break Into Your Home While You're Away: Southern/Non-Southern by Gender for Firearms
Availability.
Southern Women (N=327) Southern Men (N=261)
Intercept 
Perceived Risk 
Firearms Presence 
Firearms Carrying 
Age
Rural/Urban
Victimization
R*
Significance of F
Firearms
Presence
a
b
.58a
.45
.05
.002
.06
.04
Beta
.45
.03
.06
-.05
.03
.214
.001
F i rearms 
Carrying
.221
.001
Presence and 
Carrying
b Beta b Beta
57s .5 7s
44a .44 .44a .44
-.003 -.0 0 2
,12d .09 .12d .09
.003 .07 .003 .07
,07 -.05 1 © -.05
,03 .03 .03 .03
.221
.001
F i rearms 
Presence
b
.35b
.58a
.01
.002
.02
.02
Beta
.54
-.01
.05
.01
-.01
.300
.001
Firearms
Carrying
.31
.57°
Beta
.54
.13 .09
.002 .06
.01 -.01
.02 - .0 2
.307 
.001
Presence and 
Carrying 
b Beta
.35
58a .54
08
Ot
,14d .10
,002 .06
,004 -.003
,02 - .0 2
.308
.001
Non-Southern Women (N=384) Non-Southern Men (N=311)
Intercept 
Perceived Risk 
Firearms Presence 
Firearms Carrying 
Age
Rural/Urban
Victimization
RJ
Significance of F
Firearms
Presence
.51
.30a
.08
.005'
-.06
.11d
Beta
.31
.06
b .12 
-.05 
.08
.132
.001
F i rearms 
Carrying
.53
•30a
.09
.0051
.05
.11d
Beta
.31
.06 
5 .1 2  
-.04 
.09
.132
.001
a
Presence and 
Carrying 
b Beta
.31 
.04 
.05 
b .12 
-.05 
.08
.134 
.001
.50'
.30a
.06
.07
.0051
-.06
.11d
Firearms
Presence
b
.27°
.44a
.19°
Beta
.40
.11
.003 .08
.17° -.12
.04 .03
.202 
.001
Firearms
Carrying
.36°
.44a
.09
Beta
.40
.003
-.13'
.07 
.09 
-.09 
03 .02
.196 
.001
Presence and 
Carrying
b Beta
.26d
.44a .40
. 16d .09
ino .04
.003 .08
.17° - .1 2
.04 .03
.204
.001
a<.001 a<.01 "<.05 J<.10 0*
7 
I
Table 26. Regression Results for Fear of Having Someone Break Into Your Home While You're Home: Southern/Non-Southern by Gender for Firearms
Availability.
Rl
Significance of F
Southern Women (N=327) Southern Men (N=261)
F i rearms 
Presence
Firearms Presence and Firearms
Presence
Firearms
.187
.001
.187
.001
.187
.001
.117
.001
.128
.001
Presence and
b Beta b Beta b Beta b Beta b Beta b Beta
Intercept 1 .25a 1 .21a 1 .25a ,76a .73a .76a
Perceived Risk .49a .39 .49a .39 .49a .39 .45a .31 .44a .31 .44s .31
Firearms Presence - .06 - .0 3 - .0 6 - .0 3 .02 .01
.17d
- .0 6 - .0 3
Firearms Carrying - .0 2 -.01 -.01 -.0 0 4 .11 .19d .12
Age - .0 1 b - .1 4 - .0 1 b - .1 4 - .0 1 b - .1 4 -.0 0 5 ° - .1 2 -.0 0 5 ° - .1 2 1 o o v/1 o - .1 2
Rural/Urban - .0 3 - .0 2 - .0 4 - .0 2 - .0 3 - .0 2 .03 .02 1 • O o w - .0 0 2 .002 .001
Victimization .11 .06 .11 .06 .11 .06 .12 .07 .11 .07 .11 .07
.129
.001
Intercept 
Perceived Risk 
Firearms Presence 
Firearms Carrying 
Age
Rural/Urban
Victimization
Rl
Significance of F
Non-Southern Women (N=384)
Firearms
Presence
.101
.001
Firearms Presence and
Non-Southern Men (N=311)
Firearms
Presence
F i rearms
.105
.001
.106
.001
.158
.001
.159
.001
Presence and
b Beta b Beta b Beta b Beta b Beta b Beta
1.42a 1.44a 1.41a .96a .92a •95a
.32a .26 .32a .26 •32a .26 .52a .37 .52a .37 .52a .37
.10 .06 .06 .04 -.01 -.01 -.04 - .0 2
.16d .09 .14 .08 .05 .03 .06 .04
-.01a -.16 -.01b -.15 *.01b -.15 -.005c - .1 0 -.005d - .1 0 -.005d - .1 0
-.15d -.09 -.14d -.09 -.16b - .1 0 -.19c -.11 -.19c -.11 -.18d - .1 0
.02 .01 .02 .01 .02 .01 .02 .01 .01 .01 .02 .01
.159
.001
a<.001 a<.01 <.05 J<.10
Table 27. Regression Results for Fear of Being Beaten up by a Stranger: Southern/Non-Southern by Gender for Firearms Availability.
Southern Women (N=327) Southern Men (N=261)
Intercept 
Perceived Risk 
Firearms Presence 
Firearms Carrying 
Age
Rural/Urban
Victimization
R1
Significance of F
Firearms
Presence
Beta
.164
.001
Firearms
Carrying
Beta
.163
.001
Presence and 
Carrying 
b Beta
1.12a 1.04a 1.13a
•58a
COK>
QCOin .38 .58a .38
-.16
COOi - .1 2 -.06
-.13 -.07 -.09 -.05
-.005d -.09 1 o o a
.
-.09 -.005d - .1 0
- .0 2 -.01 i © w - .0 2 - .0 2 -.01
.08 .05 .09
ino .09 .05
.166
.001
Firearms
Presence
.33
.ST8
.09
Beta
.40
.05
.0003 -.01
.01 -.01
.08 .06
.174 
.001
F i rearms 
Carrying
.38°
.S78
Beta
.40
.07 .05
.0002 -.005 
.02 -.01
.08 .06
.174 
.001
Presence and 
Carrying 
b Beta
.40 
.03 
.04
.34
.57s
.07
.06
-.0003 -.01
-.02 -.02
.08 .05
.175
.001
Non-Southern Women (N=384) Non-Southern Men (N=311)
Intercept 
Perceived Risk 
Firearms Presence 
Firearms Carrying 
Age
Rural/Urban
Victimization
Rl
Significance of F
Firearms
Presence
.121
.001
F i rearms 
Carrying
.127
.001
Presence and 
Carrying
b Beta b Beta b Beta
1.09a 1.08a 1.08a
.49a .34 .48a .34 •48a .34
.04 .02 -.01 -.003
.16d .08 .16d .08
- .01d -.08 -.004 -.08 -.004 -.08
.04 .02 .03 .02 .03 .02
-.01 -.005 -.01 -.005 -.01 -.005
.127
.001
Firearms
Presence
.94
•58a
.13
Beta
.40
-.06
.004 -.09
.02 -.01
.13 -.08
.173 
.001
Firearms
Carrying
.88
.58a
Beta
.39
.08 -.05
.004d -.09
.05 -.03
.13 -.08
.172 
.001
Presence and 
Carrying 
b Beta
.39 
-.05 
-.03 
-.09 
-.02 
-.08 
.174 
.001
•95a 
.58a 
-.11 
-.05 
-.004° 
-.03 
-.13
a<.001 b<.01 c<.05 d<.10
Table 28. Regression Results for Fear of Being Murdered: Southern/Non-Southern by Gender for Firearms Availability.
R*
Significance of F
Southern Women (N=327) Southern Men (N=261)
Firearms
Presence
Firearms Presence and F i rearms 
Presence
Firearms
.166
.001
.167
.001
.170
.001
.146
.001
.149
.001
Presence and
b Beta b Beta b Beta b Beta b Beta b Beta
Intercept 1.47® 1.40® 1.48® .87®
60 .87®
Perceived Risk .57® .36 .58® .36
IDCOin .36 .56® .30 .56® .30 .56® .30
Firearms Presence -.18 -.08 -.13 -.06 .04 .02 .0003 .0001
Firearms Carrying - .16d -.08 - .1 2 -.06 .10 .06 .10 .06
Age -.01® -.18 -.01® -.17 -.01® -.18 -.01b -.17 -,01b -.17 -.01b -.17
Rural/Urban .04 .02 .03 .02 .04 .02 -.11 -.06 - .1 2 1 • o - .1 2 1 © -*4
Victimization -.01 -.01 -.005 1 o o W -.01
in0 
o1 .18d .10 .18d .10 • 18d .10
.149
.001
Non-Southern Women (N=384) Non-Southern Men (N=311)
F i rearms 
Presence
Firearms
Significance of F
.151
.001
.160
.001
Presence and
b Beta b Beta b Beta
Intercept 1.59® 1.57® 1.58®
Perceived Risk .52® .33 .51® .32 .51® .32
Firearms Presence .04 .02 - .0 2 -.01
Firearms Carrying .20c .10 .20c .10
Age -.01® - .2 2 -.01® -.21 -.01® -.21
Rural/Urban .001 .004 -.01 -.01 -.01 -.004
Victimization - .0 2 -.01 - .0 2 -.01 - .0 2 -.01
.160
.001
Firearms
Presence
b
1.41a
.54®
-.07
-.01b
Beta
.31
-.03
-.17 
-.19d -.09
-.13 -.07
.134 
.001
Firearms
Carrying
1.32 
.54®
.07
Beta
.31
.01c
.04 
-.16 
*.20d -.10  
-.13 -.07
.135 
.001
Presence and 
Carrying
b
1.39®
.54®
-.11
.10
-.01b
-.18
-.14
Beta
.31
-.05
.05
-.16
-.09
-.08
137
001
®<.001 b<.01 c<.05 d<.10
E
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Table 29. Regression Results for Fear of Having Your Car Stolen: Southern/Mon-Southern by Gender for Firearms Availability.
Southern Women (N=327) Southern Men (N=261)
Firearms
Presence
Firearms
Carrying
Significance of F
.188
.001
.187
.001
Presence and 
Carrying
b Beta b Beta b Beta
Intercept .95a .91a .95a
Perceived Risk
<000>3- .41 •49a .41 .48a .41
Firearms Presence -.06 -.03 -.06 -.03
Firearms Carrying - .0 2 -.01 -.01 -.003
Age -.004d -.09 1 o o a -.09 -.004d
o-01
Rural/Urban -.07 -.04
o* -.05 -.07 -.04
Victimization .03 .02 .03 .02 .03 .02
.188
.001
Firearms
Presence
b
.49a
•58a
.02
.002
.11
.13
Beta
.48
.01
-.05
-.07
.09
.253
.001
Firearms 
Carryi ng
.46
.57s
.14
-.002
-.13d
.12
Beta
.48
.10
-.05
-.09
.08
.262
.001
Presence and 
Carrying
b Beta
.49a
.58a .48
-.04
<MO•i
.15d .10
-.002 -.04
-.13d -.09
.12 .08
.263
.001
Non-Southern Women (N=384) Non-Southern Men (N=311)
Intercept 
Perceived Risk 
Firearms Presence 
Firearms Carrying 
Age
Rural/Urban
Victimization
R*
Significance of F
Firearms
Presence
.78
.30a
.07
Beta
.26
.04
.0001 .003
.01 -.01
.08 -.05
.072 
.001
Firearms
Carrying
.80
.30a
.12
.0003
.01
.07
Beta
.26
.07
.005
-.01
-.05
.075
.001
.78
Presence and 
Carrying 
b Beta
.26 
.02 
.06 
.01 
-.01 
-.05
.30
.04
.11
.0003
-.02
-.08
.076
.001
F i rearms 
Presence
b
.64a
.42a
-.24c
.002
.02
.07
Beta
.37
-.13
.04
.01
.05
.160
.001
Firearms
Carrying
.50 
.42 a
Beta
.36
.09 -.06
.002 .04
.03 -.02
.08 .06
.150 
.001
a
Presence and 
Carrying 
b _ Beta
.37 
-.12 
-.03 
.04 
.01 
.05
.65
.42a
-.22°
-.04
.002
.02
.07
.161
.001
a<.001 °<.01 "<.05 °<.10
Table 30. Regression Results for Fear of Having Someone Illegally Trespass on Your Property: Southern/Non-Southern by Gender for Firearms Availability.
R»
Significance of F
Southern Women (N=327) Southern Hen (N=261)
Firearms
Presence
Firearms Presence and 
Carrying
Firearms
Presence
Firearms
.212
.001
.220
.001
.220
.001
.205
.001
.200
.001
Presence and
b Beta b Beta b Beta b Beta b Beta b Beta
Intercept .16 .18 .14 .15 .05 .15
Perceived Risk .45a .46 •46a .47 .46a .48 .3T8 .47 W V/1 O
)
.44 .36a .45
Firearms Presence .11 .06 .05 .03 -.14 -.09 -.18d -.11
Firearms Carrying .16° .11 .14d .10 .06
ino .10 .09
Age .002 .05 .002 .06 .002 .06 .003d .10 .003 .09
oo
.10
Rural/Urban .04 .03 .05 .04 .04 .03 -.07 -.06 - .1 0 -.09 -.09 -.08
Victimization - .1 0 -.07 - .1 1 -.08 -.11 -.07 .01 .01 .005 .004 .01 .01
.211
.001
Significance of F
Non-Southern Women (N=384)
Firearms
Presence
Firearms Presence and
Non-Southern Men (N=311)
Firearms
Presence
Firearms
.075
.001
.079
.001
.079
.001
.169
.001
.168
.001
Presence and
b Beta b Beta b Beta b Beta b Beta b Beta
Intercept .24° .24° .23c .22d .19d .22d
Perceived Risk .22a .24 .22a .24 .22a .24 .33a .37 .33a .37 .33a .36
Firearms Presence .05 .03 .02 .01 -.04 - .0 2 -.05 -.03
Firearms Carrying .11 .07 .11 .07 .01 .01 .02 .02
Age .003 .07 .003 .07 .003 .07 .003 .08 .003 .08 .003 .08
Rural/Urban .10 .07 .10 .07 .09 .07 .06 .05 .05 .04 .06 .05
Victimization .03 .02 .03 .02 .03 .02 -.24a - .2 0 -.24a - .2 0 -.24a - .2 0
.169
.001
a<.001 J<.01 '<.05 J<.10
Table 31. Regression Results for Fear of Having Someone Break Into Your Home While You're Away: Prior Victimization by Gender for Firearms Availability.
Victimized Women (N=312) Victimized Hen (N=249)
Intercept 
Perceived Risk 
Firearms Presence 
Firearms Carrying 
Age
Rural/Urban 
Southern Region 
Rl
Significance of F
Firearms
Presence
.62
.39a
.02
.004°
.04
.001
Beta
.41
.01
.09
-.03
-.001
.184
.001
Firearms
Carrying
.61
,38a
.09
Beta
.41
.004
.06 
.09 
04 -.03
01 -.01
.188 
.001
.62'a
a
Presence and 
Carrying 
b Beta
.41 
-.01 
.06 
.09 
-.03 
-.01
.38
-.01
.09
.004'
-.04
-.01
.188
.001
Firearms
Presence
b
.47s
.41a
.17*
Beta
.40
.10
.001 - .0 2
.07 -.05
.01 -.01
.178 
.001
Firearms
Carrying
.52
•41a
Beta
.40
.16fc .13
.0001 -.001  
.05 -.04
.01 -.01
.184 
.001
Presence and 
Carrying 
b Beta
.39 
.07 
.10 
-.01 
-.05 
-.01
.45
.41a
.11
.13d
-.0002
-.07
-.01
.187
.001
Non-Victimized Women (N=399) Non-Victimized Hen (N=323)
Intercept 
Perceived Risk 
Firearms Presence 
Firearms Carrying 
Age
Rural/Urban 
Southern Region 
Rl
Significance of F
Firearms
Presence
.53
.36a
.10
Beta
.34
.07
.09.004 
.08 -.06
.03 .03
.142 
.001
Firearms
Carrying
.56
,35s
.13°
.004°
.07
.03
Beta
.34
.09
.10
-.06
.02
.146
.001
Presence and 
Carrying 
b Beta
.34 
.04 
.08 
.10 
-.07 
.02
.52a
•35a
.06
.11
.004c
-.09
.02
.148
.001
Firearms
Presence
b
.18
.58a
.04
.005b
.06
.05
Beta
.52
.02
.12
-.04
.04
.294
.001
Firearms
Carrying
.18°
.58a
.07
.005b
.06
.05
Beta
.52
.05
.12
-.05
.03
.296
.001
Presence and 
Carrying 
b Beta
.52 
.005 
.05 
’ .12 
-.05 
.03
.296 
.001
.17
.58a
.01
.07
.005*
-.06
.05
a<.001 °<.01 <.05 J<.10
9h
-T
Table 32. Regression Results for Fear of Having Someone Break Into Your Home While You're
Victimized Women (N=312)
Firearms F i rearms Presence and
Presence Carrying Carrying
b Beta b Beta b Beta
Intercept 1.41a 1.40a 1.41a
Perceived Risk .37° .32 .36a .31 •36a .31
Firearms Presence .04 .03
.1/*
-.01 -.01
Firearms Carrying .10 .18d .11
Age
o1 -.14 -.01b -.14 - .01b -.14
Rural/Urban -.1 1 1 © -.1 1 -.07 -.11 -.07
Southern Region .005 .003 - .0 2 -.01 - .0 2 -.01
Rl 119 .129 ,129
Significance of F 001 .001 ,001
Non-Victimized Women (N=399)
Firearms Firearms Presence and
Presence Carrying Carrying
b Beta b Beta b Beta
Intercept 1.35a 1.36a 1.35a
Perceived Risk .44a .33 .44a .33 .44a .33
Firearms Presence .01 .005 .02 .01
Firearms Carrying -.03 - .0 2 -.03 - .0 2
Age -.01a -.16 -.01a -.16 -.01a -.16
Rural/Urban -.07 -.04 -.06 -.04 -.07 -.04
Southern Region -.08 -.05 -.08 -.05 -.08 -.05
R* .140 .141 .141
Significance of F .001 .001 .001
a<.001 b<-01 c<.05 d<.10
Prior Victimization by Gender for Firearms Availability.
Victimized Men (N=249)
Firearms Firearms Presence and
Presence Carrying
b Beta b Beta b Beta
1.03a .93a 1.00a
.44a .32
<0
.32 .45a .33
1 o w - .0 1 -.11 -.06
,15d .10 • 18d .12
-.01c - .1 2 -.01d -.11 -.01d -.1 1
.01 .004 -.01 1 o .01 .01
-.06
*4*O•i -.06 -.04 -.06 -.04
.110 .120 .122
.001 .001 .001
Non-Victimized Men (N=323)
Firearms Firearms Presence and
Presence Carrying Carrying
b Beta b Beta b Beta
•89a .86a .88a
.52a .36 .53a .36 .53a .36
.01 .005 -.0 3 -.01
.08 .05 .09 .05
-.0 0 4 d - .1 0 1 o o o
.
- .0 9
o01 - .0 9
- .1 2 - .0 8 -.1 3 - .0 8 - .1 3 - .0 8
-.11 - .0 7 -.11 - .0 7 -.11 - .0 7
.151 .154 .154
.001 .001 .001
Table 33. Regression Results for Fear of Having Something Taken From You by Force: Prior Victimization by Gender for Firearms Availability.
Victimized Women (N=312) Victimized Hen (N=249)
Intercept 
Perceived Risk 
Firearms Presence 
Firearms Carrying 
Age
Rural/Urban 
Southern Region 
R*
Significance of F
Firearms
Presence
.95
.31a
.05
Beta
.27
.03
.0003 .01
.03 -.02
.03 -.02
.073 
.001
Firearms
Carrying
.91
.32a
Beta
.28
.28 .17
.0005 .01
.03 -.02
.07 -.04
.100 
.001
Presence and 
Carrying 
b Beta
.28 
-.03 
.18 
.01 
-.02 
-.04
.94
.32a
-.05
.29b
.0005
-.03
-.07
.101
.001
Firearms
Presence
.79
.40a
.01
Beta
.32
.01
.004 -.08
.07 -.04
.11 -.07
.115 
.001
Firearms
Carrying
.83
.40a
Beta
.32
.07 -.05
.004 -.08
.06 -.04
.11 -.07
.117 
.001
Presence and 
Carrying
b 
•80a 
.40a 
.05 
-.09 
-.004 
-.07 
-.11
Beta
.32
.03
-.06
-.09
-.05
-.07
118
001
Non-Victimized Women (N=399) Non-Victimized Men (N=323)
Intercept 
Perceived Risk 
Firearms Presence 
Firearms Carrying 
Age
Rural/Urban 
Southern Region 
R*
Significance of F
F i rearms 
Presence
.131
.001
F i rearms 
Carrying
.135
.001
Presence and 
Carrying
b Beta b Beta b Beta
1.05a 1.10a 1.06a
.41a .34 .41a .34 .41a .34
.03 .02 .08 .04
- .1 2 -.07 -.14d -.08
- .005b - .1 2 -.01b -.13 -.01b - .1 2
-.04 -.03 - .0 2 -.01 -.03 - .0 2
-.06 -.04 -.04 - .0 2 -.04 -.03
.137
.001
F i rearms 
Presence
.267
.001
Firearms
Carrying
.264
.001
Presence and 
Carrying
b Beta b Beta b Beta
.63a .75a .63a
.65a .48 .65a .48 .66a .48
.13 .06 .16 .08
- .0 3 - .0 2 - .0 7 - .0 5
1 o o w - .0 8 -.0 0 3 d
00o* -.0 0 3 d - .0 8
- .0 2
f\J01 .001 .001 -.0 2 -.01
- .1 8 b - .1 2 - .19b - .1 2 - .1 8 c - .1 2
.269
.001
a<.001 °<.01 ‘-<.05 J<.10 9*
7 
I
Table 34. Regression Results for Fear of Having Your Car Stolen: Prior Victimization by Gender for Firearms Availability.
Victimized Women (N=312) Victimized Men (N=249)
Intercept 
Perceived Risk 
Firearms Presence 
Firearms Carrying 
Age
Rural/Urban 
Southern Region 
R*
Significance of F
Firearms
Presence
.71
.38a
.01
.0002
.02
.12
Beta
.36
.01
-.004
-.01
.08
.136
.001
Firearms
Carrying
.69
.38
Beta
.36
.08 .05
.0001 -.003
.02 -.01
.10 .07
.139 
.001
a
Presence and 
Carrying 
b Beta
.36 
-.01 
.06 
-.003 
-.01 
.07
.71 
.38a 
-.02 
.09 
-.0001 
-.02 
.10
.139
.001
F i rearms 
Presence
b
.69a
.31a
.03
.001
.07
.01
Beta
.27
-.01
.01
-.05
-.005
.080
.001
Firearms
Carrying
.60
.30a
Beta
.27
.14“ .10
.001 .02
.09 -.06
.01 -.01
.090 
.001
Presence and 
Carrying 
b Beta
.27 
-.06 
.12 
.03 
-.05 
-.01
.66
.31a
-.10
.IT*
.001d
-.07
-.01
.093
.001
Non-Victimized Women (H=399) Non-Victimized Men (N=323)
Intercept 
Perceived Risk 
Firearms Presence 
Firearms Carrying 
Age
Rural/Urban 
Southern Region 
R*
Significance of F
Firearms
Presence
b
,92a
.39a
.02
Beta
.32
.01
.003 -.07
.05 -.03
.03 -.02
.108 
.001
Firearms
Carrying
.93
.39a
Beta
.32
.02 .01
.003 -.07
.05 -.03
.03 -.02
.108 
.001
Presence and 
Carrying 
b Beta
.32 
.01 
.01 
.07 
-.03 
-.02 
.108 
.001
.92a
.39a
.01
.01
-.003
-.05
-.03
Firearms
Presence
.62
.63a
.18d
Beta
.51
-.09
.0002 -.01  
.03 -.02
.10 -.07
.275 
.001
Firearms
Carrying
.50°
•63s
Beta
.51
.11 -.0 1
.0004 -.01
.04 -.03
.08 -.06
.273 
.001
Presence and 
Carrying
b Beta
•62a
.63s .52
-.15 -.07
-.08 -.05
-.0004 -.01
1 o ro - .0 2
o■ -.06
.278
.001
a<.001 b<.01 c<.05 d<.10
6+
7 
1
Table 35. Regression Results for Fear of Having Someone Illegally Trespass on Your Property: Prior Victimization by Gender for Firearms
Availability.
Significance of F
Victimized Women (N=312) Victimized Men (N=249)
Firearms
Presence
F i rearms Presence and Firearms
Presence
Firearms
.100
.001
.107
.001
.108
.001
.100
.001
.100
.001
Presence and
b Beta b Beta b Beta b Beta b Beta b Beta
Intercept .19 .20d .17 .11 - .0 2 .10
Perceived Risk .24a .28 .26s .30 .25a .30 .22a .28 .22a .27 .21a .27
Firearms Presence .10 .07 .05 .03 -.13 -.09 -.19c -.13
Firearms Carrying .16c .11 .14d .10 .09 .08 .14° .13
Age .004 .09 .004d .09 .004d .09 .003 .09 .003 .09 .004d .10
Rural/Urban .07 .05 .08 .06 .07 .05 .09 .07 .06 .05 .09 .08
Southern Region - .01 -.01 -.03 - .0 2 -.03 - .0 2 .08 .08 .08 .07 .08 .07
.114
.001
Non-Victimized Women (N=399) Non-Victimized Men (N=323)
Firearms
Presence
F i rearms
Significance of F
.159
.001
.161
.001
Presence and
b Beta b Beta b Beta
Intercept .21d .21° .21d
Perceived Risk .38a .39 .39a .39 .39a .39
Firearms Presence .03 .02 .001 .005
Firearms Carrying .08 .05 .08 .05
Age .002 .04 .002 .04 .002 .04
Rural/Urban .09 .06 .09 .06 .09 .06
Southern Region .06 .04 .05 .04 .05 .04
.161
.001
Firearms
Presence
.22
.45a
.05
.003
Beta
.49
-.03
.06
.07 
-.05 
16b -.13
.261 
.001
F i rearms 
Carrying
.20
.45a
Beta
.49
.04 -.03
.002 .07
.06 -.05
.15b -.13
.261 
.001
Presence and 
Carrying 
b Beta
.49 
- .02  
-.05 
.07 
-.05 
-.13 
261 
,001
.22
.45a
-.03
-.03
.002
-.06
-.16b
a<.001 J<.01 '<.05 u<.10
1
5
0
Table 36. Regression Results for Fear of Having Something Taken from You by Force: Age by Gender (Interaction Between Perceived Risk and Firearms 
Presence).
Older Women (N=150)
b  Beta Sig. of t
Intercept .77 .001
Perceived Risk .46 .41 .01
Firearms Presence -.05 -.03 .78
Rural/Urban .04 .02 .79
Southern Region -.04 - .0 2 .74
Victimization .25 .14 .05
Interaction Term .04 .04 .82
Rl .214
Significance of F .001
Younger Women (N=561)
b  Beta Sig. of t
Intercept .89 .001
Perceived Risk .27 .23 .01
Firearms Presence .03 .02 .77
Rural/Urban -.04 - .0 2 .55
Southern Region -.06 -.04 .30
Victimization .08 .05 .18
Interaction Term .06 .04 .62
R* .079
Significance of F .001
Older Men (N=155)
b Beta Sig. of t
.32 .08
.84 .66 . 001
.24 .12 .19
.12 .07 .34
-.22 -.14 .06
-.03 -.02 .78
-.36 -.25 .08
.267 
.001
Younger Men (N=417)
b Beta Sig. of t
.52 .001
.66 .50 .001
.19 .09 .12
-.11 -.07 .13
-.1 1 -.08 .10
-.07 -.05 .29
-.19 -.14 .23
.172 
.001
1
5
1
iTable 37. Regression Results for Fear of Being Threatened with a Knife, Gun, or Club:
Availability).
Intercept 
Perceived Risk 
Firearms Presence 
Firearms Carrying 
Rural/Urban 
Southern Region 
Victimization 
Interaction Term 
R!
Significance of F
Intercept 
Perceived Risk 
Firearms Presence 
Firearms Carrying 
Rural/Urban 
Southern Region 
Victimization 
Interaction Term 
Rl
Significance of F
Older Women (N=150)
_______Presence________
b Beta Sig. of t
.89 .001
.55 .44 .01
.04 .02 .84
.08 .04 .59
-.06 -.03 .67
-.01 -.01 .92
.03 .02 .88
.211 
.001
Carrying 
b Beta Sig. of t
.85 .001
.67 .54 .001
.29 .15 .12
.06 .04 .63
-.07 -.04 .61
-.01 -.01 .93
-.53 -.21 .02
.238 
.001
Younger Women (N=561)
_______ Presence________
b Beta Sig. of t
1.12 .001 
.39 .29 .001
.02 .01 .80
-.08 -.05 .21
-.14 -.09 .03
.03 .02 .65
.01 .01 .92
.106 
.001
_______ Carrying________
b Beta Sig. of t
1.13 .001
.40 .31 .001
.05 .03 .57
-.08 -.05 .21
-.14 -.09 .03
.03 .02 .64
- .0 2 -.0 1 .86
.106 
.001
Age by Gender (Interaction Between Perceived Risk and Firearms
Older Men
______ Presence_______
b Beta Sig. of t
.42 .02
1.05 .81 .001
.18 .08 .33
.13 .07 .30
- .2 3 - .1 4
ino
oo
- .0003 .99
- .5 2 - .3 7 .02
.311
.001
(N=155)
Carrying 
b Beta Sig. of t
.64 .001
.57 .44 .001
- .2 2 - .1 2 .17
.15 .09 .23
-.27 -.16 .02
- .0 2 -.01 .90
.24 .12 .23
.293
.001
Younger Men (N=417)
______Presence  Carrying____
_b  Beta Sig. of t b Beta Sig. of t
.80 .001 .85 .001
.63 .48 .001 .49 .37 .001
.11 .05 .40
.11 .07 .24
.11 -.07 .16 -.11 -.07 .14
.17 -.10 .02 -.17 -.11 .02
.09 -.06 .23 -.09 -.06 .22
.19 -.14 .28 -.06 -.04 .60
.151 .151
.001 .001 1 
5
E
Table 38. Regression Results for Fear of Being Beaten Up by a Stranger: Age by Gender (Interaction Between Perceived Risk and Firearms Presence).
Older Women (N=150) Older Men (N=155)
b Beta Sig. of t b Beta Sig. of t
Intercept .84 .001 .40 .01
Perceived Risk .53 .39 .01 1.14 .77 .001
Firearms Presence 1 ■ o -N| -.04 .69 .01 .01 .94
Rural/Urban .13 .07 .36 .13 .08 .31
Southern Region -.05 1 o w .69 -.08 -.05 .47
Victimization .05 .03 .71 .16 .09 .21
Interaction Term .11 .07 .63 -.58 -.36 .04
R* .202 .249
Significance of F .001 .001
Younger Women (N=561) Younger Men (N=417)
b Beta Sig. of t b Beta Sia. of t
Intercept .90 .001 .60 .001
Perceived Risk .67 .44 .001 .68 .47 .001
Firearms Presence .04 .02 .68 .07 .03 .52
Rural/Urban -.005 o o w .95 -.07 -.04 .36
Southern Region -.11 -.07 .10 -.16 - .1 0 .02
Victimization .06 .03 .40 -.07 -.05 .30
Interaction Term - .2 2 -.14 .13 -.15 - .1 0 .35
R1 .121 .170
Significance of F .001 .001
Table 39. Regression Results for Fear of Having Your Car Stolen: Age by Gender (Interaction Between Perceived Risk and Firearms Presence).
Older Women (N=150) Older Men (N=155)
b Beta Sig. of t b Beta Sig. of t
Intercept .93 .001 .51 .001
Perceived Risk .21 .20 .15 .94 .78 .001
Firearms Presence -.01 -.0 1 .95 -.06 -.03 .71
Rural/Urban -.17 -.1 1 .19 .15 .10 .19
Southern Region -.04 -.03 .71 - .11 -.08 .29
Victimization -.04 -.03 .76 .15 .09 .20
Interaction Term .20 .18 .27 -.50 -.40 .02
R* .146 .276
Significance of F .001 .001
Younger Women (N=561) Younger Men (N1=417)
b Beta Siq. of t b Beta Sig. of t
Intercept .78 .001 .53 .001
Perceived Risk .30 .25 .01 .47 .40 .001
Firearms Presence -.08 -.04 .44 -.04 - .0 2 .75
Rural/Urban .01 .01 .87 -.11 -.07 .11
Southern Region .04 .02 .55 -.01 -.01 .89
Victimization .01 .01 .86 .09 .07 .13
Interaction Term .12 .09 .30 -.01 -.005 .97
R* .109 .184
Significance of F .001 .001
Table 40. Regression Results for Fear of Having Someone Illegally Trespass on Your Property: Age by Gender (Interaction Between Perceived Risk and
Firearms Carrying).
Older Women (N=150) Older Hen (N=155)
b Beta Siq. of t b Beta Sig. of t
Intercept .36 .01 .34 .001
Perceived Risk .58 .54 .001 .37 .40 .001
Firearms Carrying .24 .13 .20 -.03 - .0 2 .79
Rural/Urban .07 .04 .58 -.06 -.04 .55
Southern Region - .0 2 - .0 2 .83 - .0 2 - .0 2 .79
Victimization - .1 2 -.07 .34 -.09 -.07 .36
Interaction Term - .2 0 -.11 .29 .16 .12 .27
R* .257 .221
Significance of F .001 .001
Younger Women (N=561) Younger Men (N=417)
b Beta Siq. of t b Beta Sig. of t
Intercept .31 .001 .29 .001
Perceived Risk .25 .29 .001 .25 .30 .001
Firearms Carrying .13 .09 .10 -.08 -.07 .29
Rural/Urban .10 .08 .04 .01 .005 .91
Southern Region -.0005 -.0004 .99 -.07 -.06 .16
Victimization .01 .01 .79 -.13 -.11 .02
Interaction Term .01 .01 .89 .15 .16 .06
R* .106 .160
Significance of F .001 .001
1
5
5
Table 41. Regression Results for Fear of Having Someone Break Into Your Home While You're Away: Rural/Urban by Gender (Interaction Between Perceived
Risk and Firearms Carrying).
Rural Women (N==288) Rural Hen (N=211)
b Beta Sip. of t b Beta Siq. of t
Intercept .41 .001 .38 .01
Perceived Risk .44 .43 .001 .32 .31 .001
Firearms Carrying .34 .25 .01 -.04 -.03 .77
Age .004 .09 .10 .001 .04 .55
Southern Region -.01 -.01 .91 .11 .08 .19
Victimization .10 .07 .19 .04 .03 .67
Interaction Term -.17 -.15 .13 .23 .21 .08
R1 .185 .219
Significance of F .001 .001
Urban Women (N:=423) Urban Men (N°=361)
b Beta Sip. of t b Beta Sig. of t
Intercept .59 .001 .30 .01
Perceived Risk .34 .35 .001 .53 .49 .001
Firearms Carrying -.07 -.05 .56 .07 .05 .52
Age .004 .10 .03 .004 .09 .06
Southern Region .02 .02 .68 - .0 2 -.01 .75
Victimization .08 .06 .17 -.002 1 o o ro .97
Interaction Term .12 .09 .30 .02 .02 .85
R2 .163 .265
Significance of F .001 .001
1
5
6
Table 42. Regression Results for Fear of Being Threatened with a Knife, Club, or Gun: Rural/Urban by Gender (Interaction Between Perceived Risk and
Firearms Carrying).
Rural Uomen (N=288) Rural Men (N=211)
b Beta Sig. of t b Beta Siq. of t
Intercept 1.16 .001 1.07 .001
Perceived Risk .61 .44 .001 .48 .35 .001
Firearms Carrying .12 .07 .30 - .0 2 -.01 .87
Age -.005 -.09 .10
inoo1 - .11 .08
Southern Region -.03 I o .72 -.27 -.16 .01
Victimization -.06 -.03 .55 -.09 -.06 .40
Interaction Term -.27 -.15 .08 -.05 -.03 .80
R2 .150 .147
Significance of F .001 .001
Urban Women (N=423) Urban Men (N=361)
b Beta Sig. of t b Beta Siq. of t
Intercept 1.34 .001 1.06 .001
Perceived Risk .42 .34 .001 .56 .43 .001
Firearms Carrying .10 .06 .37 .09 .05 .41
Age -.01 - .1 2 .01 -.01 -.15 .001
Southern Region -.17 -.11 .02 -.16 - .1 0 .04
Victimization .03 .02 .62 -.08 -.05 .28
Interaction Term -.09 -.05 .47 -.01 -.003 .96
R2 .135 .230
Significance of F .001 .001
1
5
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Table 43. Regression Results for Fear of Having Someone Illegally Trespass on Your Property: Rural/Urban by Gender (Interaction Between Perceived Risk
and Firearms Carrying).
Rural Women (N=288) Rural Men (N=211)
b Beta Sig. of t b Beta Siq. of t
Intercept .47 .001 .23 .05
Perceived Risk .32 .35 .001 .25 .32 .001
Firearms Carrying .10 .07 .38 -.11 - .1 0 .27
Age -.001 -.03 .60 .002 .07 .27
Southern Region .01 .01 .87 -.17 -.15 .01
Victimization -.06 -.04 .46 - .0 2 - .0 2 .77
Interaction Term .04 .03 .71 .20 .24 .04
R* .137 .236
Significance of F .001 .001
Urban Women (N=423) Urban Men (N=361)
b Beta Sig. of t b Beta Siq. of t
Intercept .09 .36 .12 .24
Perceived Risk .35 .38 .001 .31 .34 .001
Firearms Carrying .21 .14 .03 -.004 -.003 .96
Age .005 .13 .01 .003 .10 .04
Southern Region .003 .002 .96 .002 .002 .97
Victimization -.004 I O o W .95 -.18 -.15 .01
Interaction Term -.14 - .1 0 .15 .06 .06 .49
R* .135 .158
Significance of F .001 .001
1
5
8
Table 44. Regression Results for Fear of Having Something Taken From You by Force: Southern/Non-Southern by Gender (Interaction Between Perceived Risk
of Victimization and Firearms Presence).
Southern Women (N=327) Southern Men (N=261)
b Beta Sig. of t b Beta Sig. of t
Intercept .79 .001 .53 .001
Perceived Risk .51 .42 .001 .88 .65 .001
Firearms Presence .09 .04 .56 .28 .14 .03
Age
OO
-.07 .18 -.01 -.15 .01
Rural/Urban -.001 -.0005 .99 -.09 -.06 .26
Victimization .11 .07 .20 -.05 -.03 .57
Interaction Term - .0 2 - .0 2 .87 -.40 -.29 .10
R* .177 .183
Significance of F .001 .001
Non-Southern Women (N=384) Non-•Southern Men (N=311)
b Beta Sig. of t b Beta Sig. of t
Intercept 1.07 .001 .58 .01
Perceived Risk .22 .18 .04 .67 .54 .001
Firearms Presence .02 .01 .88 .15 .07 .35
Age -.003 -.06 .27 -.001 -.03 .56
Rural/Urban -.07 -.05 .37 -.01 -.01 .88
Victimization .08 .05 .29 - .1 0 -.06 .23
Interaction Term .04 .04 .73 -.19 -.14 .21
R* .058 .184
Significance of F .001 .001
Table 45. Regression Results for Fear of Being Threatened with a Knife, Club, or Gun: Southern/Non-Southern by Gender (Interaction Between Perceived
Risk of Victimization and Firearms Availability).
Southern Women (N=327) Southern Men (N=261)
Presence Carrvinq Presence Carrvinq
b Beta Siq. of t b Beta Sig. of t b Beta Siq. of t b Beta Siq. of t
Intercept 1.13 .001 1.16 .001 .82 .001 .85 .001
Perceived Risk .52 .39 .001 .50 .38 .001 .71 .53 .01 .54 .41 .001
Firearms Presence .01 .005 .94 .10 .05 .50
Firearms Carrying -.04 -.03 .69 .12 .07 .31
Age -.005 -.11 .04 -.005 -.11 .04 -.01 -.16 .01 -.01 -.16 .01
Rural/Urban .02 .01 .81 .02 .01 .79 -.11 -.07 .23 -.13 -.08 .17
Victimization - .0 2 -.01 .80 - .0 2 -.01 .81 .01 .01 .88 .01 .01 .90
Interaction Term -.01 -.005 .97 .03 .01 .84 -.17 - .1 2 .53 .01 .005 .95
R* .164 .165 .212 .216
Significance of F .001 .001 .001 .001
Non-Southern Women (N=384) Non-Southern Men (N=311)
Presence Carrvinq Presence Carrvinq
b Beta Siq. of t b Beta Siq. of t b Beta Siq. of t b Beta Siq. of t
Intercept 1.37 .001 1.33 .001 .93 .001 1.13 .001
Perceived Risk .38 .31 .001 .46 .37 .001 .85 .66 .001 .50 .39 .001
Firearms Presence .07 .04 .51 .22 .10 .16
Firearms Carrying .31 .17 .01 - .0 2 -.01 .84
Age -.01 - .1 2 .02 -.01 -.11 .02 -.01 -.13 .02 -.01 -.13 .02
Rural/Urban -.15 -.09 .07 -.14 -.09 .07 - .0 2 -.01 .84 - .0 2 -.01 .85
Victimization .02 .01 .82 .02 .01 .81 -.16 - .1 0 .07 -.17 -.11 .05
Interaction Term -.03 - .0 2 .82 -.37 - .2 0 .01 -.45 -.33 .01 -.01 -.01 .92
R* .108 .127 .178 .159
Significance of F .001 .001 .001 .001
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Table 46. Regression Results for Fear of Being Beaten Up by a Stranger: Southern/Non-Southern by Gender (Interaction Between Perceived Risk of
Victimization and Firearms Carrying).
Southern Women (N=327) Southern Hen (N=261)
Beta Sig. of t
b Beta Sig. of t b Beta Sig. of t
Intercept 1.04 .001 .36 .01
Perceived Risk .61 .41 .001 .65 .45 .001
F i rearms Carryi ng -.09 -.05 .40 .11 .08 .24
Age -.005 - .1 0 .06 -.0001 -.001 .98
Rural/Urban -.03 - .0 2 .75 -.03 - .0 2 .76
Victimization .08 .05 .35 .08 .06 .33
Interaction Term - .1 0 -.05 .53 -.15 -.08 .37
R* .164 .177
Significance of F .001 .001
Non-Southern Women (N=384) Non-■Southern Hen (N=311)
Beta Sig. of t
Intercept 1.05 .001
h-00 .001
Perceived Risk .57 .39 .001 .58 .40 .001
Firearms Carrying .29 .15 .01 -.07 -.04 .48
Age -.004 -.08 .11 -.004 -.09 .08
Rural/Urban .04 .02 .63 -.05 -.03 .59
Victimization -.01 -.01 .87 -.13
00o1 .14
Interaction Term -.33 -.13 .04 - .0 2 -.01 .88
RJ .137 .172
Significance of F .001 .001
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Table 47. Regression Results for Fear of Having Your Car Stolen: Southern/Non-Southern by Gender (Interaction Between Perceived Risk of Victimization
and Firearms Presence).
Southern Women (N=327) Southern Men (N=261)
Beta
Intercept .85
Perceived Risk .16 .14
Firearms Presence -.05 -.03
Age .0005 .01
Rural/Urban -.01 -.01
Victimization -.08 -.05
Interaction Term .19 .16
R* .078
Significance of F .001
Sig. of t 
.001 
.11 
.66 
.85 
.90 
.27 
.11
b Beta Sig. of t b Beta Sig. of t
Intercept 1.00 .001 .50 .001
Perceived Risk .42 .35 .01 .56 .46 .01
Firearms Presence - .1 2 -.06 .40 .01 .01 .93
Age -.004 - .1 0 .06 - .002 -.05 .39
Rural/Urban -.06 -.04 .42 -.11 -.07 .18
Victimization .04 .02 .64 .13 .09 .11
Interaction Term .09 .07 .56 .02 .02 .92
R* .189 .253
Significance of F .001 .001
Non-Southern Women (N=384) Non-Southern Men (N=311)
_b  Beta Sig. of t
.51 .01
.64 .56 .001
.09 -.05 .48
.002 .04 .39
.02 .01 .85
.08 .06 .29
.27 -.22 .09
.168 
.001
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Table 48. Regression Results for Fear of Having Someone Illegally Trespass on Your Property: Southern/Non-Southern by Gender (Interaction Between
Perceived Risk of Victimization and Firearms Presence).
Southern Women (N=327) Southern Hen (N=261)
b Beta Sig. of t b Beta Sig. of t
Intercept .32 .05 .22 .09
Perceived Risk .28 .29 .01 .14 .18 .28
Firearms Presence -.06 -.04 .62 -.24 -.16 .02
Age .002 .04 .38 -.003 .10 .07
Rural/Urban .04 .03 .55 -.07 -.06 .31
Victimization - .1 0 -.07 .18 .02 .01 .76
Interaction Term .21 .21 .07 .26 .32 .06
Rz .220 .216
Significance of F .001 .001
Non-Southern Women (N=384) Non-Southern Hen (N=311)
b Beta Sig. of t b Beta Sig. of t
Intercept .18 .14 .16 .27
Perceived Risk .31 .35 .001 .41 .46 .001
Firearms Presence .14 .10 .15 .03 .02 .80
Age .003 .07 .17 .003 .08 .14
Rural/Urban .10 .07 .16 .06 .05 .38
Victimization .03 .02 .62 -.23 - .2 0 .001
Interaction Term -.13 -.14 .17 - .1 0 -.11 .41
R2 .079 .170
Significance of F .001 .001
£
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Table 49. Regression Results for Fear of Being Threatened with a Knife, Club, or Gun: Prior Victimization by Gender (Interaction Between Perceived Risk
and Firearms Presence).
Victimized Women (N=312) Victimized Hen (N=249)
b Beta Sig. of t b Beta Sig. of t
Intercept 1.39 .001 .84 .001
Perceived Risk .36 .29 .01 .94 .75 .001
F i rearms Presence .05 .03 .70 .31 .15 .06
Age -.005 - .1 0 .08 -.01 -.17 .01
Rural/Urban -.13 -.08 .15 -.13 -.08 .20
Southern Region -.13 -.08 .14 -.05 -.03 .56
Interaction Term -.06 -.05 .70 -.57 -.45 .01
R* .090 .191
Significance of F .001 .001
Non-Victimized Women (N=399) Non-Victimized Men (N=323)
b Beta Siq. of t b Beta Siq. Of t
Intercept 1.26 .001 1.01 .001
Perceived Risk .48 .36 .001 .71 .50 .001
Firearms Presence .01 .003 .96 .07 .03 .63
Age - .01 - .1 2 .01 -.01 - .1 2 .01
Rural/Urban - .0 1 -.01 .87 -.01 -.01 .86
Southern Region -.09 -.05 .26 -.29 -.18 .001
Interaction Term .07 .05 .60 -.15 - .1 0 .42
R* .182 .234
Significance of F .001 .001
t-
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Table 50. Regression Results for Fear of Being Beaten Up by a Stranger: Prior Victimization by Gender (Interaction Between Perceived Risk of
Victimization and Firearms Availability).
Victimized Women (N=312) Victimized Men (N=249)
Presence Carrvinq Presence Carrvinq
b Beta Siq. of t b Beta Siq. of t b Beta Siq. of t b Beta Siq. of t
Intercept 1.08 .001 1.06 .001 .48 .01 .58 .001
Perceived Risk .45 .31 .01 .52 .35 .001 .97 .70 .001 .50 .37 .001
Firearms Presence .05 .03 .66 .10 .05 .48
Firearms Carrying .24 .14 .04 - .0 2 -.01 .88
Age -.003 -.06 .27 -.004 -.07 .22 .0002 .005 .93 -.0001 -.002 .97
Rural/Urban -.01 -.004 .95 .01 .003 .95 -.06 -.03 .58 -.03 - .0 2 .74
Southern Region -.04 -.03 .63 -.06 -.07 .22 -.03 - .0 2 .76 -.05 -.03 .62
Interaction Term -.06 -.03 .78 -.31 -.14 .08 -.60 -.41 .01 -.07 -.04 .65
R2 .083 .097 .153 .123
Significance of F .001 .001 .001 .001
Non-Victimized Women (N=399) Non-Victimized Men (N=323)
Presence Carrvinq Presence Carrvinq
b Beta Siq. of t b Beta Siq. of t b Beta Siq. of t b Beta Siq. of t
Intercept 1.12 .001 1.13 .001 .74 .001 .73 .001
Perceived Risk .72 .49 .001 .63 .43 .001 .63 .41 .001 .70 .46 .001
Firearms Presence -.04 - .0 2 .73 .02 .01 .88
Firearms Carrying -.08 -.05 .43 .04 .03 .63
Age -.005 - .1 0 .02 -.005 -.11 .02 -.003 -.08 .11 -.003 -.08 .12
Rural/Urban .03 .02 .68 .03 .02 .67 -.01 -.005 .91 -.01 -.01 .88
Southern Region -.11 -.07 .15 -.11 -.07 .15 -.23 -.15 .01 - .2 2 -.14 .01
Interaction Term -.15 - .1 0 .31 -.05 - .0 2 .74 .06 .03 .77 -.05 - .0 2 .76
R2 .195 .194 .239 .239
Significance of F .001 .001 .001 .001 16
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Table 51. Regression Results for Fear of Being Murdered: Prior Victimization by Gender (Interaction Between Perceived Risk and Firearms Presence).
Victimized Women (N=312) Victimized Men (N=249)
b Beta Sip. of t b Beta Siq. of t
Intercept 1.47 .001 1.10 .001
Perceived Risk .46 .29 .01 .94 .54 .001
Firearms Presence .02 .01 .84 .16 .07 .30
Age -.01 -.16 .01 -.01 - .0 2 .78
Rural/Urban .01 .004 .94 -.25 -.15 .01
Southern Region - .1 0 -.06 .27 -.03 - .0 2 .78
Interaction Term .04 .03 .83 -.53 -.28 .05
R* .126 .133
Significance of F .001 .001
Non-Victimized Women (N=399) Non-Victimized Men (N=323)
b Beta Siq. of t b Beta Siq. of t
Intercept 1.60 .001 1.30 .001
Perceived Risk .59 .38 .001 .71 .39 .001
Firearms Presence - .1 2 -.06 .29 - .0 2 -.01 .86
Age -.0 1 - .2 2 .001 -.01 -.17 .001
Rural/Urban .05 .03 .59 -.09 -.05 .33
Southern Region -.06 -.04 .45 -.37 - .21 .001
Interaction Term - .0 2 -.01 .88 -.15 -.07 .53
R* .187 .193
Significance of F .001 .001
1 
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Table 52. Regression Results for Fear of Having Your Car Stolen: Prior Victimization by Gender (Interation Between Perceived Risk and Firearms Presence).
Victimized Women (N=312) Victimized Men (N=249)
b Beta Sig. of t b Beta Sig. of t
Intercept .72 .001 .55 .01
Perceived Risk .36 .34 .01 .56 .50 .01
Firearms Presence - .01 -.01 .93 .14 .08 .37
Age -.0001 -.003 .96 .001 .02 .73
Rural/Urban - .0 2 -.01 .84 -.08 -.06 .37
Southern Region .12 .08 .13 -.01 -.01 .91
Interaction Term .03 .03 .83 -.30 -.27 .12
Rs .136 .089
Significance of F .001 .001
Non-Victimi zed Women (N=399) Non-Victimized Men (N=323)
b Beta Sig. of t b Beta Sig. of t
Intercept 1.03 .001 .59 .001
Perceived Risk .20 .16 .07 .72 .59 .001
Firearms Presence -.14 -.08 .22 -.14 -.07 .22
Age -.003 -.08 .11 -.0003 -.01 .88
Rural/Urban -.03 - .0 2 .66 -.03 - .0 2 .68
Southern Region -.03 - .0 2 .68 -.09 -.06 .19
Interaction Term .27 .20 .04 -.11 -.08 .51
RJ .118 .276
Significance of F .001 .001
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Table 53. Regression Results for Fear of Having Someone Illegally Trespass on Your Property: Prior Victimization by Gender (Interaction Between
Perceived Risk and Firearms Carrying).
Victimized Women (N=312) Victimized Hen (N=249)
b Beta Sig. of t b Beta Sig. of t
Intercept .22 .06 .07 .59
Perceived Risk .24 .28 .001 .12 .15 .06
Firearms Carrying .11 .08 .32 -.07 -.07 .48
Age .004 .09 .10 .003 .09 .16
Rural/Urban .08 .06 .28 .06 .05 .43
Southern Region -.03 -.02 .68 .06 .05 .42
Interaction Term .06 .05 .57 .21 .24 .04
R2 .108 .116
Significance of F .001 .001
Non-Victimized Women (N=399) Non-Victimized Men (N=323)
b Beta Sig. of t b Beta Sig. of t
Intercept .18 .08 .20 .04
Perceived Risk .43 .43 .001 .45 .49 .001
Firearms Carrying .18 .12 .07 -.04 -.04 .59
Age .002 .04 .37 .003 .07 .13
Rural/Urban .09 .06 .17 -.06 -.05 .28
Southern Region .05 .03 .48 -.15 -.13 .01
Interaction Term -.15 -.10 .13 .01 .01 .95
R2 .166 .261
Significance of F .001 .001
1
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